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EOREWORD 



Thebe is a story that Soiiopenliauer used to begin Ms 
lectures on Kant by saying : “ Let no one tell you what 
is contained in the CrUique of Pure Beason._ The 
writer of tMs little book hopes that no one will imagine 
that he has disregarded tMs warning. There are no 
short-cuts to the understanding of a great philosopher, 
and the only way to appreciate the greatness of a 
philosopMc system is to study the philosophers own 
ivritings. All that the writer of a book like this pan 
hope to do is to persuade others to undertake that 
study by interesting them in the problems with wMch 
it deals, and by offering a few su^estioi^ wMch may 
help to an understandinf of it. I have said nothing 
about the numerous other works , wMch Kant wrote. 
For the three Critique contain Ms system, and the under- 
standing of that IS all-important. 
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THE PHILOSOPHY ^ OF , KANT 


CHAPTER I 

THU IB:EA.':0F,,CEITKJISM 

It is a difficult matter/" says Heine, to write the 
life history of Immanuel Kant, for he had neither life 
nor history. He lived a mechanically ordered, abstract, 
old bachelor kind of existence in a quiet, retked alley 
in Konigsberg, an old town in the north-east corner of 
Germany.” The times he lived in were stirring enough. 
He was born in 1724, and died in 1804. He lived 
through the Seven Years" War that first made Germany 
a nation, lie followed ^ith sympathy the United States 
War of Independence, he saw the French Revolution 
and the beginning of the career of Napoleon. Yet in 
all his long life he never moved out of the province in 
which he was born, and nothing was allowed to interrupt 
the steady course of his lecturing, studying, and writing. 
^''Getting up,” continues Heine, '‘^drinking coffee, 
lecturing, eating, going for a walk, everything had its 
fixed time ; and the neighbours knew that it must be 
exactly half -past four when ' Immanuel Kant, in. his 
gray frock-coat, with. his Spanish cane ■■ in his,.' hand, ^ 
stepped from his door and walked towards the little 
lime-tree avenue, which is called' after him the Philo*; 
,sophe/s Walk/^ , Strange contrast/’' reflects Heine, 



10 THE PHILOSOPHY OF liANT 

“ between the man’s outward life and Ms destructive 
world-smashing thoughts.” As the political Mstoiy of 
^e eighteenth century came to an end when the French 
^volution spiUed over the borders of France and drove 
iNapoIeon up and down Europe, breaking up the old 
pohtical systems and inaugurating modem Europe, so 
Its opposing currents of thought were gathered together 
m ^e mmd of a weak-chested, haif-invaHd Httle man 
m Konigsberg, and from their meetuig a new era in 
pazlosophy began. 

There are some philosophers to whom truth seems to 
come almost unsought, as an immediate authoritative 
vision.^ Kant was not one of these. His greatest work, 
the Gnttqm of Pure Reason, was conceived when he was 
tox-ty-eight, and published in 1781, when he was fifty- 
seven. It was the outcome of half a lifetime’s patieiit 
study and thought. Heine says of Mm : “ He was the 
perfect type of the smaU shopkeeper. Nature had 
meant Mm to weigh coffee and sugar, but fate wiUed 
tha,t he should weigh other things,and put a God on his 
scales, and Ms weighing was* exact.” The sneer is 
unjust, but there is something in the simile ; for Kant’s 
pMlosophy was a kind of taking stock, a survey of the 
great movement of thought from the time when the 
Eenawsance and the Reformation made thought free 
^ attempt to estimate the acMevements of the new 

ST wLft "T and ideals 

and ^y what it aU came to. In Kant modem science 

wMch began with Descartes and Galileo, first became 
conscious of itself. ocame 

This taking stock K^-nt caUed Criticism. BSs great 
books am aU called Critiquea-the Critique of 
Reason, the VrUzqm of Prmical Reason, the GriL,. .r 
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Judgment He called his philosophy the Critical Philo- 
sopl^y or Critical Idealism. Essential to an under- 
standing of Kant is an understanding of what he 
meant by critieisnij and why he opposes it to dog- 
matism and scepticism ; for the necessity and possi- 
bility of such a criticism was his great philosophical 
discovery. We have called Kant’s work a survey of 
the achievements of the thought of his times, but it 
was very much more than that, and has a much more 
universal significance than could belong to any histoip^ 
of the thought of one epoch. For these achievements 
of thought, though great, were conflicting and partial. 
They contrasted with failure and barrenness in other 
directions, and they seemed to be due to different 
methods. This success of thought in one direction and 
its failure in another, and this uncertainty about the 
true method of science, were problems which at once 
X3resented themselves to an impartial observer, and 
Kant held that they could be answered only by 
taking stock of actual attainments, and by criticism 
of the powers and ‘^rgnge of - human thought in 
general. 

The problem that presented itself to him will be 
understood if we look for a moment at the history of 
thought in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. 
One thing that Kant noted in it was the steady and 
sure j)3^ogress of physics. ‘‘With the experiments of 
Galileo and Torricelli,” he says in the preface to the 
second edition of the first Critique, a new light flashed 
on ail students of nature.” The continued success of 
physics meant the successful application of mathematics 
to the concrete world, and along with it a remarkable 
. development of mathematics. itself. This sudden sue-^ 
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cess inspired men to feel that they had discovered a 
way of explaii^ the universe; they contested the 
fertility of their new methods mth the barrenn^s of 
seholastio speculation in morals and theology; they 
felt confident that all that was wanted to the attainment 
of certain knowledge in all spheres of human interest 
the extension of these methods. If men would only 
set to work the right way, they were sure that all diffi- 
culties would be overcome.; and, by reflection upon 
their own success, they hoped to explain what the riofht 
way was. 

Unfortunately this was not easy, for the advance from 
pure mathematics to physics, from a study of the 
nature of pure mathematical conceptions to an inquiry 
into the laws of falling bodies, implied a change whose 
nature was not clear to the men who had themselves 
made the advance. A conflict arose between those who 
thoiight more of the fact that knowledge, to be certain, 
must be capable of mathematical expression, and those 
who thought more of the basis of experiment and 
observation on which the new sciences depended, who 
remembered that these science? began when Gafileo, 
instead of tMnkingin the abstract how bodies ought to 
tail, dropped bodies of different weights from the top of 
the leaning tower of Pisa and observed what actuallv 
Ueseartes was the great representative of 
the first school. He began by insisting on the difference 
betw^n mathematical truth which could be, as he said 
clearty and distinctly conceived, and ordinary opinion 
about thmgs_ which was full of guesswork and ima- 
gm^i^. Scientific knowledge was possible, he thought 
y 5^#pprehen(ffng the real or primary qualities of 
tenp^ which were mathematical, in contradistinction 
to their secondary quahties—tfaeir colour, smell, &c.~ 
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I wMob. were less real. Thence he came to think that the 

I real world was mathematical in nature, like a huge, ; 

r intriolite geometrical figure. The elements of mere I 
; fact, in our present Imowledge, its • dependence on oh- 
servation and experiment, he thought of as temporary 
defects which the progress of science would remove. 
What we ordinarily call perception, indeed, in the sense 
of awareness of things in time and space, was described 
by Descartes^ successors as confused thinking. Our know- 
: ledge of the world would, it was hoped, become a vast 

mathematical system, ail the detail and complexity of 
which would be rigorously dedueible from a few central 
. ' truths. 

This general way of thinking was called B^ tiion alism. ' 
I Kant ordinaiily. calls it Bogmafem. It was attacked 
' by other scientists for its view of the nature of space 
and time. No one who reflects at all can fail to , dis- 
tinguish a difference between the way,, in which we see 
■ ' . the tlmth of a geometrical proposition— that, e.g., the 
three angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles — 
and "the way in which we judge that 'such and such a 
figure drawn on a boasd' is a -fariangle, or make 'judg- 
. - ments about the way ifi which things are actually 
arranged in space or succeed in time. Judgments of 
. . the latter kind involve words Kke here ,and “ there/^ 
now ” and then,” words which are all a kind of 
^ pointing. It seems .impossible tom, considering the 
■ '■ nature of a triangle to deduce why any existing thing 
should be called triangular, and all statements about the 
, position of things in .spape and time seem to be derived 
' not tom a consideration of the- general nature of space 
and 'time, but from observation.'- Now ' the.. ./science 
j' ^ which 'had made perhaps the most striking progress hr 
LI ’ the time we are speaking of, pby^cal astronomy, in- 
' ■ ■ ' ■ ' ^ ' ■ . - , / 
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volved any nnmber of statements about the position 
of bodies in space. The Rationalist school admitted ' 

this, but held that that was due to the fact that science i 

was’ not sufficiently thought out. In time, they hoped, ; 

all statements about position in space would disappear. 

To t.Viin'lr of tliinga in spatial order was to think con- ; 
fusedly. Newton, on the other hand, held that sp^e 
could not be explained away, that astronomy imphed | 
an absolute space in which things existed, that the 
spatial relations of things could not be explained by ^ 

the nature of the things themselves, but only by a j 

reference to absolute space in which they all were. 

This meant that observation or perception was some- 
thing of which you could not hope and should not wish 
to get rid, and that an ideal of knowledge in which all 
applied mathematics should have been transmuted ‘ 
into pure mathematics was a vain one. Astronomy 
implied both mere observation and apprehension of 
necessary relations. Here was a science which seemed j 
to employ both methods together. Galileo, in fact, 
could not have made his discovery without observation, 
but men had observed bodies falling for ages without 
discovering the laws of motion. Further, the laws of ! 
motion, once discovered, made men in some degree ; 
independent of observation, made them able to say of 
actual concrete things not only what had happened, 
but what must happen. 

Such difficulties as these arose from reflection on the 
ntma and methods of the mathematical sciences, but ^ 
there was much genuinely scientific inquiry in the ' ' 
sefente^th and eighteenth centuri^, wM*?h ^pwed 
no signs of taking mathematical form ; chemistry and ^ 
biology, for example, were stOl almost entirely empiti^ 
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caL Furtheriiiorej thinkers were not oonoerned with 
science alone* These centuries saw a great revival of 
interest in speculation on human affairs, history, politics, 
morals and theology. England, which was the home of 
free discussion on questions of politics and morals, and 
where, more than in most other countries, there was free 
discussion on theology, became also the home of empiri- 
cism. The empirical movement, indeed, drew much ' 
of its impetus from a reaction against Hobbes, the 
only great English thinker who unhesitatingly applied 
the mechanical and deterministic assumptions of the 
new sciences to morals and politics, and arrived by this 
uncompromising method at results so obviously repel- 
lent that no man of any sense could accept them, 
and so consistently presented that they could not 
be refuted save by a refutation of the assumptions 
upon which they w^ere founded. Such a refutation 
was, in fact, undertaken by Locke, the first great re* 
presentative of the empirical school. He was interested 
alike in the more obviously empirical sciences of chem- 
istry and biology, and in politics. He was not a very 
consistent or systematic thinker, but he had other 
gifts perhaps as valuable. He was a man of great 
common sense and breadth of view, and was able 
thereby to take a conspectus of the general situation 
in the various spheres of inquiry, to notice the obvious 
differences in our knowledge of mathematics, of chemical 
and biological fact, and of theology, and to see that 
these constituted a problem. We find in him the first i 
statement of the necessity of philqsophical criticism. i 
It is contained in Ms account of the origin of the Essay 
conmming Human OTtderstanding. “Were it fit to 
trouble thee with the history of this Essay^ I should teH 
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thee that five or six friends, meeting at my chamber, 
and disconrsing on a subject very remote frqai^ this ’’ 
(they were discussing the principles of morality and 
revealed religion found tlieinseives quickly at a 
stand, by the difficulties that rose on every side. After 
we had awhile puzzled ourselves, without coming any 
nearer a resolution of those doubts which perplexed us, 
it came into my thoughts that we took a wrong course ; 
and that, before we set ourselves upon inquiries of that 
" nature, it was necessary to examine our own abilities, 
and see what objects our understandings were, or were 
; not, fitted to deal with.’’ | V " 

We have here the same general starting point of 
I inquiry as we shall afterwards find in Kant. There 
are certain obstinate puzzles which we meet with in 
discussion which can only be solved by going back and 
inquiring into the nature of knowledge and the powers 
of our minds. Unfortunately, ' as Kant points out, 
Locke went the wrong way about his task. He describes 
it as a plain historical inquiry.” He thought that he 
had only to look into his mind and see what was in it, 
as he might open a door a:i^d^look into a room. The 
result is that he thinks of ail knowledge as consisting 
simply in looking at what is present to the mind. We 
can know, therefore, whatever can be present to the 
mind, and the limitations of knowledge are discovered 
by asking what can be so present to the mind. The 
conclusions to which he comes as to different spheres 
of human inquiry are roughly these : We can have 
knowledge of mathematics because there we are con- 
cerned only with ideas present to the mind, and with 
noting their agreement and disagreement. W^e can 
have no knowledge of such questions as the immor- 
tality of the soul, or the nature of spirits, for they are ^ 
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beyond oiir observation. As regards existing things, 
we c»i have knowledge of them in so far as they are 
' present to our minds, and no further. The meaning 
of present to the mind was never clearly analysed by 
Locke ; but he meant, for example, that we can observe 
that an object which is yellow, and which we call gold, 
is also heavy, and can be dissolved by Aqua Regia, 
but we cannot say why that is so, and w^e ought not, 
on Locke’s principles, to have any ground for supposing 
that these qualities will go on co-existing. 

The element of truth in Locke’s position is this. 
When we are examining concrete things like pieces of 
gold or any chemical substance, we find in them 
a number of varying qualities whose connection we 
cannot understand. We do not know why a metal of 
a certain specific gravity should also be yellow ; we 
can only note the fact. Hence in chemistry our method 
must be quite different from the method of mathematics. 
In mathematics we start from the definition, and we 
can understand the connection of the properties of a 
geometrical figure, and^see that they all follow neces- 
sarily from the definition. ® But in sciences like chemistry 
a definition does not take us any further ; we can only 
find out the |)roperties of a substance by observation 
and experiment. Locke explains this difference by 
saying that in the former case we are only concerned 
with agreement among oiir own ideas^^ in the second 
place we are concerned somehow with things outside us. 
This explanation will not stand. It is not true that 
mathematics is simply analysis of an arbitrary defini- 
tion, as Locke seems to suggest. It involves construc- 
tion, or, as Kant calls it, synthesis. It is a process of 
discovering new truths. Secondly, our statements 
about concrete objects are not statements of qualities 
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we see co-existing at the inomeBt* They are state- 
ments about all gold or ail men ; in other woixte, they 
are nniversal, and Locke fomd _it_im£o ssi bte^^ to explain 
the universality of*iu^ propositions — ^what we meaiij 
elfl'^v^en'W'laJk'^Woirt Y£e "’’m of gold or of man, 
not of this gold or this man that I see before me. 
Lastly, this distinction of mathematics and the em- 
pirical sciences by a distinction of spheres does not 
allow, as we saw, for a science like astronomy, which 
builds on mathematics and yet applies to the concrete 
world. 

These difficulties were seen more clearly by Hume, 
at once the greatest and the most thorough-going of 
empiricists. He cut the knot in regard to mathematics 
by asserting that geometry. Just because it has clearly 
an application to the existing world, had no more 
certainty than any other empirical inquiry, while arith- 
metic and algebra, ho agreed, were certain, but con- 
fined their application to the sphere of our own ideas. 
Both positions are almost obviously inconsistent with 
the facts* In considering the |iature of our Judgments 
about concrete existences he raised a more profound 
problem. All such judgments, as he said, imply the 
principle of causation, or of what is called, in modem 
times, the principle of the uniformity of nature. That 
principle we take with us in our investigation of the 
existing world* Yet, aa^Humejs aw* we do not obseiwe ■ 
causes ; w^idyii^Megge.. succes sion and change . We 
seem, therefore^ to put into the world we see a necessity 
and uniformity which the observed facts do not %var- 
rant. How is this to be explained ? 

. Hume’s answer is ingenious* The principle of caiisa- 
tion caimot' be rationally jus:tifie4 ^nd the necessary' 
connection w© pi^ioate of changes in the. outside world 


A''' 
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is not in tlie tilings ; it is only a feeling in ourselves, 
and the result of custom* After seeing the same 
succession several times, we come somehow to feel dif- 
ferently about it, and that feeling of diference we 
express by saying that we have before ns an instance 
not of simple snccessioii, but of cause and effect. 

This is not the place to discuss the difficulties of 
Hume’s position ; it is enough to notice how entirely 
passive it makes the mind, and how alien such an ex- 
planation is from the spirit of inquiry and discovery. 
If cause is simply the effect of custom on the mind, 
then the factvS either produce that effect or they do 
not. In neither case is there an37thmg to find out. 
But the scientist, in investigating causes, however 
strongly he may hold that he has to observe the facts, 
knows also that he has a problem to solve, that he 
has to discover the right way to go about it, must 
adopt some principle in dealing with the facts. Pure 
passivity will help him little. 

Hume’s account of causation, then, is really a denial 
of: even empirical science, and yet it helped to make 
clear an jmportant truth . itf^ altho ugh^ we jo; not^t 

of causation jrom experience, w g Eav eto 

gd^Td^'el^Sence" to "’disco ve causal laws., j We do not 
discovmr^ causatS^^^ nncl seeing' that 

it is such that, from its nature, it must produce a certain 
effect. All knowledge of causation goes back to ob- 
served succession, though ail cases of observed and 
. -even repeated, suocessipn are -not cases ' of causation. 
Htime, therefore, w g>s right 

■ ' no observed sxiceession there c o uld be .no 

ol ca usation, > , ' ’■ - 

■ Both the, rationaifeSc and the empirical explanations 
of spience had; failed, the' one because it could, find no 



20 THE PHILOSOPHY OF KANT 

room for obserTOtioii of faetSj the other because it could 
find no room for principles governing that observation ; 
and we shall see that Ka nt started.. with_a.,...con8oioitsness 
of this . double cr liclim 

oF"causatioiTmsS*^roblem for whic]^ the ^rationalist 
ha<r*no that the poiitibi^ reached by 

IlfiSe^asTncom ]^ witfi the existence of icieiice, 
"llm'iamOaiiure oTKotTiTational^^^^^ 
had become evident in another sphere — ^that of morals 
and religion* The relation of philosophy to science is 
always twofold. Philosophy is partly concerned with 
analysing and reflecting on the methods of the different 
sciences, partly with seeking to adjust the rival and 
conflicting claims of the two great departments of man’s 
life — ^science and religion. 

It might seemj at first sight, as though in morals 
and religion rationalism were the only possible method 
to be approved by philosophy, for, inasmuch as morals 
are concerned with what ought to be, 3iot mth what is, 
they cannot depend on observation, but must be deduced 
from some principle above experience ; nor are objects 
of religion, God and the sofil, objects of observation. 
No man can '' by searching find out God.” 

It was natural, therefore, that both on the Continent 
and in England morality and religion began by being 
rationalistic. Descartes believed that his mathematical 
method could be -applied with success to demonstrate 
the truths of religion, while Locke includes morality 
along with mathematics among the a priori and certain 
sciences. But the history of eighteenth century con- 
troversy showed that, in spite of rationalist methods, 
neither morality nor religion could attain that certainty 
and general agreement which marked the mathematical 
sciences. Spinoza, applying the same method as 
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DesoartcB, but with more consistency, arrived at a 
coiice^ 3 tion of God which most of his contemporaries 
regarded as horrid atheism,” and the general result 
of rational theology is well described by one of Kant’s 
correspondents when he says that the more proofs of 
the existence of God he learnt, the more Ms doubts 
increased. In England the attempts made to found 
morality upon rationalist xorinciples produced systems 
too barren to withstand the attack of empiricism 
fortified by the growing interest in history and anthro- 
pology. ill© Deist movement, an attempt to free 
religion from the incrustations of faith and deduce it 
from pure reason, showed that a religion founded on 
pure reason contained nothing worth believing. In 
Hume we have the final discrediting of reason in these 
spheres. He shows ingeniously that “ the good 
Berkeley’s ” argument for the existence of God could 
be turned round to disprove the existence of the soul, 
and he concluded that religion was a sphere with which 
reason had no concern. In the sphere of morals the 
distinction between what ought to be and what is, the 
distinction on which ratienalistic morals are based, had 
been discredited by a reduction of all conduct to Utili- 
tarianism, a search for ^i^d a flight from pain 

mediated by sympathy. The consequences are de- 
scribed by Kant in his preface to the Critique of Pure 
Reason: At i>reseiit, after everything has been 

tried, so they say, and tried in vain, there reign in 
philosophy weariness and complete indifferentism, the 
mother of chaos and night in all sciences,” though he 
hopefully continues, but at the same time the sOTrce, 
or at least the prelude, of their near reform and of a 
new light, after an ill-applied study has rendered them 
dark, confused, and useless.” 
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The earlier of the modern thinkers — ^Descartes among 
the rationalists, and Bacon among the empiricistg — are 
full of hope. They have confidence in the human spirit. 
But increased reflection seemed only to bring distrust 
■with it. The history of rationalism in theology showed 
^ that, in such matters, reason could prove absolutely 
opposing positions. Most men “were ready to accept 
Hume’s dictum that any one who follows his reason 
must be a fool and take refuge in an indifferentism 
which accepts whatever happens to be there, 
i The remedy for this state of affairs, Kant finds, is 
;the critical method ; for disbelief in reason is the re* 
faction from overconfidence iii it. Men had thought 
fihat reason could -prove everything. Because these 
[hopes had been frustrated, they now thought that it ^ 
^ could prove nothing. Philosophy, he was convinced, 
would oscillate between overweening confidence and 
^'unwarranted distrust in itself until it had criticised 
f human reason and discovered what it could do and, 

] what it could not. This is the task he set before him- 
* self. As tb.e failure of eighte#iith century philosophy, 

^ which had led to distrust of all philosophy, had been 
, twofold— failure to give an inteliigible explanation of 
‘ the processes of scientific thought, and failure to find 
’ any standard by which to mediate between the com 
I flicting claims of science and religion— the task of the 
I critical philosophy is twofold. It attempts to explain 
^ and to Justify the methods and assumptions of the 
^ sciences, and to find some solution of the conflict be- 
I twee^ theories of the world which seem to be based 
_> ■ ■ upOB^ these methods and the assumptions.and 'claims of 
, morality and religion* . ' - > ^ 
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Kant’s statement oe the teoeijsm. synthetic 

A EEIOBI JUDGMENTS 
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In the preface to the second edition of the Critique ofi 
Pure Reason Kant finds the necessity of criticism in the *• 

^ contrast between certain rational sciences and meta- 

; ; - physics. Mathematics and jihysics, he observes, are 

ij obviously certain sciences. They are not empirical, 

i ; they make steady progress, the restdts they have reached 

ji are secure and unanimously accepted, and have a cer- 

ii tainty which no mere empirical investigation could 

: attain. Metaphysics, on the other hand, though as 

ancient an inquiry, seems incapable of any settled 
results. Its history is a record, not of steady progress, » 
but of bewildering marcli^ and countermarches. The ^ -■ 
confident conclusions of one philosopher are as oonfi- 
dently denied by another, and the endless indecisive 
i conflict produces in the minds of most men the con- 

i viction that in philosophy one doctrine is as good as 

another, and therefore none are worth very much. In 
j the sphere where reason might be expected to be most 
- at home, reason is imjk)tent ; yet the achievements of 
reason in those other spheres of the a priori sciences 
should' preserve us from any general scepticism of -fee 
powers of reason. The task of criticism will be to f 
examine the part played by reason in science, and to ] * ' ' 
ask how far its failure in metaphysics is due to mis ta kes I 
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' ia method, and how far to the different nature of the ) ' 
objects of the a priori sciences and of metaphysics* ; 

I Kant points out that it was some time before either 

mathematics or physics followed the secure path of a 
science. The contrast between the haphazard and 
f empirical observations of the Babylonians or Egyptians 

and the science of the Greeks was due to the discovery 
I of a new method. The discovery by Galileo and 

f Torricelli of modern physics came about by a similar 

? revolution in method. The Critique, therefore, is to , 

I be a treatise on method. It will examine the method I 

of reason in the sciences, and ask^ what conclusions , 
1: can be drawn as to the proper method of meta- i' 

It ’ physics. • 

; In the Pfolegormna, a work in which he summarises 

j the results of the first Critique, Kant describes the 

Griiiqwe as an answer to three questions ; How is mathe- 
I y matics possible? How is pure science of nature or|,;''' 

' physics possible ? and, How is metaphysics possible I 
I Something of the nature of his answer to the third, 

I and for him the most important, question, may be 

.1 gathered from the fact that he explains that the third 

I question should not be put in the form. How is meta- 

physics as a science possible ? That question can only 
be answered by saying that it is not possible. But it 
is still allowable and necessary to ask. How is meta- 
physics possible as a natural disposition of the mind ? 

Eor the main result of his inquiries into the place of 
reason in the sciences is to show that reason is suc- 
ce^ul in the sciences only because of the presence of . 

I' ' ’ ^j^gl^ertain conditions which are, wanting- in metaphysics*;! * ';■ 
' . * At first sight we' might think it natural that the oh- , ' 

jects of metaphysics which Kant enumerates as God, 
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Blreedom, aud Immortality should be understood by 
reason, and find it more difficult to explain how reason 
should apply to the world of ordinary experience. The 
knowledge of everyday things is thought of as empirical, 
a matter of observation ; whUe we are mclined to think 
that, if there is rational knowledge, it is knowledge of 
something else, of the mere agreement or disagreement 
of ideas (as Hume thought), or of the essences of things, 
kno^vn independently and apart from perception, as 
Plato thought. |Kant argues that the combination of ,■ 
a priori reasoning and empirical observation, which 
earlier thinkers had found so pu25zling in the exact 
sciences, exhibits the only possible use of reason, that 
reason, divorced from and with no reference to the 
world of experience, is barren, and that consequently 
metaphysics, if that be taken to mean a rational know- 
ledge of objects which are outside of our experience, 
does not exist. \ We are left vrith metaphysics as a 
natural disposition ; for Kant holds that the questions 
which metaphysics se^ks to answer arise from the 
nature of reason and itsS;elation to experience, though 
their answer is to be sought not. in knowledge but in 
action. . 

This last point must be elucidated later. In the 
meantime we must see how this inquiry into the nature 
of reason crystalises itself into a seemingly abstract 
and trivial question : How are synthetic a priori judg^^ 
ments possible 1 It is baffling at first to find an inquiryl ' 
of the scope we have indicated suddenly take such a 
narrow form, but a little consideration will shor^’'^he 
importance of the question. Knowledge may be re- 
garded as either analysis or synthesis, as a puzzling 
out or unravelling of what we somdiow know already. 
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|isj> 0 th priori and, synthetic. It is not, he held, de- 
|rived,froin experience ; rather it,® a pruiciple yvhich 
Iguides our investigation of experience. It is not got 
^rom analysis of the notion of cansati on. nor is it simply- 
concerned with the agreeme^ or disagreement of onr 
ideas. It asserts the necessary connection of two 
perfectly separate existing things. Hume himself, as 
we saw, tried to explain away these uncomfortable 
facts. He was too wedded to his belief that all know- 
ledge was derived, from passively received impressions 
to face them rightly. Kant, coming to the problem, 
with different prepossessions, with the belief that most 
knowledge was analytic, was impressed with Hume’s 
proof that the principle of causation could not be de4 
rived from analysis. The very basis of all science of 
nature, then, contradicted the belief that knowledge 
was analytical Kant was also, with Hume, convinced 
that the principle of causation w^as not derived from 
experience, for he saw that experience assumed it. At 
the same time, he was not prepared, like Hume, to 
explain ic away. FurtlJiij?, he saw that the problem 
raised by the principle of causation was a wide one. 
For other judgments, he held, are both synthetic and 
a priori, among them mathematical judgments. As we 
shall see afterwards, Kant proved the impossibility of 
arriving at knowledge of God or the soul by mere analysis 
of concepts. The jxidgments of metaphysics, about 
God or the soul, are also synthetic. But the validity, 
of the jtidgments of metaphysics is under dispute. 
If we examine the synthetic a .priori judgment^- 
mathematics and of science whose 'validity is certiiin, 
we may them -discover whether mch. judgments in ineta* 
l^hyaics can or can' not have simllarnertainty. We may 
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thus Bee that the problem of the possibility of synthetic a 
priori judgments is a restatement in logical terras^ of the 
..problem... of' the., .relation between.,the„.a,„piiQri, ..sciences,,,, 
and metaphysics, 

I Something more must be said of the importance of 
I synthetic a priori judgments in Kant’s account of 
I knowledge. Their existence, we have seen, exposes the 
' shortcomings of both rationalism, which allowed only 
for analytic a priori judgments, and empiricism, which 
allowed only of synthetic a posteriori judgments. Both 
these theories tended to regard knowledge as an analysis 
or description of what was present to the mind, and 
differed really only in their view of what was present. 
For, though the empiricist thought of empirical know- 
ledge as synthesis, 

; knin^. but to associating ideas min'd >’n^^ ob- 

'sSv^, and knowledge was merely the apprehension 
of objects by the senses. We see what is before our 
eyes, and notice the differences and similarities in what 
,.ls before us. The rationalist conceived of thought as 
I .^mpiy apprehending the nature of the real, freed from 
the illusions of sense perception. The mathematician 
has before his thought the nature of a triangle, and 
sees intellectually what that nature implies. We may 
{try to mediate between the two by saying that while 

I all knowing is-, observing, some is observing of ‘ objects 
of thought and some of objects of sense, the one being 
called understanding, the other perception. In most 
scientific judgments, however, we are not simply observ- 
i:j3g.^objects either of thought or of sense. Scientific 
judgments are more than descriptions of what is present 
.the mind -or 'to the senses-; ' 'they are es^ntially 
^ anticipations.' They 'go beyond what', is . immediately;’ 
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given. This is shown by the fact that it is the char* 
aoteris^ic of a scientific proposition that,, it can ■ be 
verified. If we understand it rightly^ we see that it 
ixnpiies that, under such-and-such conditions, such-and- 
such things will be experienced. Heiice the importance 
of experiment to science. A scientific proposition is, of 
course, grounded on observation of perceived fact and 
understanding of universal coimection, but it is an 
assertion of something beyond that. • / .> - - 

If, then, all scientific Judgments are synthe.tic, and if 
both rationalism and empiricism failed to account for 
the manner in which such Judgments go beyond what is 
immediately given to the mind, ought we not to say 
that the real problem for Kant is to show not merely 
how synthetic a priori Judgments are possible, but how 
any synthetic Judgments are possible ? This seems 
at first sight plausible, but the suggestion must be| 
rejected; for, when Kant asks how a Judgment is| 
possible, he is not asking how we come to make it, but| 
how we know that it is valid. Now, if we consider 
any empirical Judgment ^out the facts of nature, we 
must recognise that Locke and Hume were right in 
denying certainty to such Judgments. In ail general 
statements about concrete facts we to a certain extent 
go beyond our evidence. Empirical scientific state- 
ments are not theoretically certain. They may, of 
course, be certain enough for all practical purposes. 
They are reasonable expectations of what will happen, 
Ibut reasonable expectation is a very different thing 
prom the certainty of mathematical insight. 

Now Kant maintained that, while such empirical 
Judgments are not certain, they all imply the certainty 
jof ‘a niiinber of general, principles on, which they 'depend. ■ 
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I These general pmeiples arc the synthetic a priori 
j liieiits with which he is espociSly"' concerned., wSeB 
we apply the principles of trigonometry to an engineer- 
ing problem, we know that our measurements are only 
approximate, and that the result also will only be 
approximate ; but the possibility of arriving at such 
approximate results depends on the absolute truth of 
the trigonometrical principles, and on the assumption 
th at, t hey express not simi)ly the agreement or disagree- 
of ideas, but hold of the real. When we apply 
the rules of arithmetic to counting objects, there may 
P . • " ' be a certain arbitrariness in deciding on our unit. , There 

; is no such arbitrariness in the rule. Ail scientific 

* judgments of causation are only approximately certain, 

but they ail imply the certainty of the principle of 
dbansation, and are based on the assumption that such 
■% principle is of universal application. This and the 
other principles assumed in our empirical judgments 
are, then, the synthetic judgments with which Kant is ; 
concerned. Now, it is of the nature of our empirical 
knowledge that it is fragmei^ry and not uniform, that 
we are concerned witli an indefinite number of things 
whose connections we do -not wholly understand, and 
j which we cannot therefore anticipate. Yet we assume 

t that ail these objects will obey the rules of arithmetic 

I and geometry, and will all be subject in their changes 

i to the principle of causation. On such assumptions all 

the sciences of applied mathematics depend. How are ' 
they justifiable ? That is Kant's question. 

_.\Eant, when he' considers mathematics, is 'concerned _ 
with the assumptions of applied mathematics, of those 
■poieimes wMcl|,, 'though- mathematical, make statements' 
about existing objects, -and.-in which ..the old distinction , 
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between understanditig and perception wMcb was based 
on the •difference in the objects of these two faculties 
breaks down. The sciences which- Kant is investigatingvi •; 
imply that principles which are clearly not derived . ' 

from mere observation are yet the basis on which we 
order and arrange w^hat we observe. Now, if we held ' 
that the objects of mathematics were independent en- 
tities qnite separate from the things we perceive, it 
wonld be impos^ble to explain how we might assume 
that the things we perceive would be subject to the 
rules of mathematics. If, on the other hand, we held 
that in mathematics we were simply concerned with the 
various objects of the senses, it would be impossible to 
explain how mathematics can have a generality and 
necessity which no statements can have which rest on 
observation of the various things we#see. The exist- 
ence of applied mathematics implies firstly that ixnder- 
standing and perception are distinct, and that neither 
of them can be reduced to the other, for that would 
mean that we should have to give up either the element 
of observation and experii^ent or the element of neces- 
sity and a priority, and secondly, that understanding 
and perception are combined, and must be combined « 
for any advance m science. 

Now, Kant finds his answer to the problem he has 
.raised by concentratmg his attention on the fact that, 

I while understanding and perception are distinct, they 
faro both present in ail knowledge. His argument is 
* I that we ate necessarily .in a difficulty -if we think bf' 
understanding and perception as having each its s^a- 
rate objects, and then try to explain their combination. 

If we begin with their combination, we may see that the 
,i ^refetenc'e of prinriple^ of 'thought; 'to objects of sense Is ■ ■ , 

^ V ' ■ c 
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not an accident, but that these principles of thought or 
^-of >mderstandmg,, as Kant calls tiiem, ate only con- 
cerned wth objects of sense, and have no other mean- 
ing. If we object, Blit how can principles of thought 
be nniversai if they are concerned with the many and 
varying objects of sense ? Kant’s answer is that they 
are not concerned directly with these objects, but with 
■the conditions under wdiich these objects can be under- 
stood. They are therefore not statements about objects, 
but statements of the conditions of possible experience. 
If we find out that all perceiving and thinking imply 
certain conditions, then we can affirm the validity of 
principles Jsased upon these conditions, so long as we 
do not try to apply the principles beyond our per- 
ceiving. 

We may put the point in another way by asking by 
what right the mind can prescribe to or anticipate ex- 
perience. Kant’s answer is just in so far as we can 
determine the conditions under which alone objects 
can be known. If that can be done, we can say, These 
principles will hold of objects in so far as they are 
known. In the preface to<^he second edition of the 
Critique of Pure Reason Kant reverts to the discoveries 
of Galileo and Torricelli, and points out that their success 
was due to their asking of nature the right question, and 
the right question was that which reason could under- 
stand* When Galileo let balls of a particular weight, 
which he had determined himself, roll down an inolined 
plane, or Torricellx made the air carry a weight, which 
he had previously determined to be equal to that of a 
I definite volume of water, a new light flashed on all 
I students of nature. They comprehended that reason 
I has insight into that only which she herself produces 
on her own pla% and that she must move forwa/rd 


..SmTEMEN^ OF THE PROBLEM . . .BS 

the principles of her judgments, according to fixed law, 
and compel nature to answer her questions, but not let 
herself be led by nature, as it were in leading-strings. 
Otherwise accidental observations, made on no previ- 
ously fixed plan, will never converge towards a necessary 
law, which is the only thing that reason seeks or requires. 
Reason, holding in one hand its principles, according to 
which alone concordant phenomena can be admitted as 
; f^ws of nature, and in the other the experiment which it 
. j.^as devised according to those principles, must approach 
; nature in order to be taught by it, but not in the char- 
acter of a pupil who agrees to everything the master likes, 
:|>ut as an appointed judge, who compels the^^ Witnesses „ 
|o answer the questions which he himself proposes.’* 

^ Kant, here, is concerned with reason in its applica- 
tion to experience, and he makes it clear that there is 
much in all such inquiries which cannoff be anticipated 
a priori. Jl^ason must approach , nature, in order to 
be. taught by it.” The answer to the questions and 
experiments cannot be known beforehand. The env 
pirical element in science.^cannot be explained away. 
Reason dictates not the aniwer but the question, and 
so far the form of the answer. Reason, then, it is 
suggested, is concerned with the principles or con- 
ditions, according to which we can understand things. 
It is not a method of observing or analysing objects ; 
rather it states the methods and px'inciples according 
to which objects must be observed if they are to bo 
^understood. The principles are not statements about 
the nature of objects, but principles of the possibility 
of experience. This new attitude to reason Kant de- 
scribes as the Copernican change in philosophy. It 
.constitutes Kant’s idealism. ^ • Its nature and importance 
we.must exaihine in the next chapter. ■ ■ ’ , 






CHAPTER III 

K4HT'S IBEAXilSM. TIME AI^I> SPACE 



Tee great discoYcry which Kant considered he had 
^ made as to the nature of reason was that reason was 
not a method of observing objects as they really exist. 

! but was eonoemed directly only with onr wa^, of under- ■ 
'5;stai|dixig^!0^ This discovery is the essence of 

'Kant’s' idealism^ and its main purport ■ is expressed' in 
the distinction Kant so. often mafees between things dn 
themselves and phenomena. This distinction is used" 
as the key to the solution of all his difficulties. But 
the doctrine it implies is very easy to misunderstand;, 
partly because idealism is generally used in a very 
different sense from that in which Kant uses it, partly • 
because Kant’s statement ^f the distinction between 
things in themselves and phenomena depended on a 
view of knowledge which he was very much concerned 
to refute, but with which we are not now familiar. If 
we are to understand Kant’s philosophy, we must know 
what he means by idealism, and wherein his idealism 
differs from that of his predecessors. 

ide alism .^_is, naturally, contrasted wMi 

nit suggests an assertion that something is not 
j, real, but 'only an idea, • If we know it to be' oonibined 
/ with a • distinction between.'.^ things 'in tbeipselves^ »cl 
‘ phenomena, or appearanc^j it > seems to surest; that 
, the objects of knowledge are somehow' illusiouB, or- only ' 
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appeaimces in tlie mind, as contrasted with real tMngs. 
Somethmg like this had been held by Kant’s prede- 
cessors. For the fundamental principle of the idealism ' | 

on which most of Kant’s predecessors had been agreed, ; 

and which is sometimes caEed and sometimes, 

subjective idealism, is that the mind somehow knows 
ifeelf and ^its own ^actions and states, _with more clirect- 
ness and certainty than it knows external objects. The 
doctrine Is commonly based upon a confused view of 
sense perception. rV ‘ i 

Sense perception is obviously possible only , through 
processes in the sensory organs, and obip|5s were- 
thought of as producing impressions through me sensory 
organs in the brain, and the mind as then becoming 
'aware, of them in the brain. Hence, when ’Locke says’ 
that the mind only knows its own ideas, he tends to ' 
mean (though the facts are sometimes too much for 
him and he is nobly inconsistent) that the mind only 
knows objects inside the brain. The main objection to 
this doctrine, apart from the fact that it is based on a 
conf vision, is that it makes i% quite inexplicable hqw.lbp 
notiomof an, outside world ever arises. For if' weliltjw;;. ^ 

and must eternally know, only ideas inside our head,". - - ^ 

‘whj should we ever imagine that there an outside 
world exists. Yet if nothing outside us were observed 
— ^if we knew of no process which went on between 
outside objects and the brain, the doctrine would have 
.no basfe on which to rest. There cannot be any m.ean- ' - 
ing in' saying 'Something is only an idea/’ if we do not ' / ’ ' 

kiiow wha;t, IS real ,in 'the sense of its 'having an existeflce ^ 
Independent erf our mmds’.' ■ 

’ Locke supposed^ that,,. although we knew only ideas, ' 
we 'could somehow; ref er^ from our ideas to an 'outside 

'MWMM 
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world. For he thought that truth was concerned with 
• 'the agreement , of our ideas with reality. TMs^fom of 
the doctrine, the commonest, is sometimes called 
Representatioiiisin. For it thinks of the mind as con« 
cerned with representations, or pictures, or images w^Mch 
it may compare with the real objects. Its futility is 
obvious enough. We can only compare a picture with 
the thing it represents, if we can know both. If we can 
only know ideas, we can never know that they are only 
.ideas, and can never compare them with anything else. 

This difficulty was seen by i^ijkeley, the most con- 
'"'"""sistent^^oL.subJeetive idealists, and led him to deny the. 
existence of outside objects, and hold that existence or 
reality meant being perceived and nothing more. But 
if we take Berkeley's position, it becomes very difficult 
to say what we mean by judgments being true. If 
things only exist as we think of them, or perceive them, 
or rather if they are only our thinking of or perceiving 
them, the question of the truth or falsity of our state- 
ments about them cannot arise. 

! This idealism Kant is cai^ui to refute, and he points 
out that there is no evidence for its fundamentai pro- 
position that we know our mind more directly than we 
know objects. We are only conscious of ourselves in 
knowing something not ourselves. We do not invent 
the notion of externality or outsideness in space from 
an experience in which it originally has no part. Ex-, 
ternality is implied in our mpst simple 'experience. We| 
V| begin with consciousness ’ of .outside- things, and; only 1 
. "“"beGomo' conscious.,, of ^our own_ mental states 'on. -pro- 1 
•' cesses Jater. • But. -it is important 'to observe that the 
truth or falsity of subjective idealism has no bearing 
■ , wha^teoever on the question with .which Eaiit was con- , 
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cemed. If I ask how I om lay down rules about what 
I have mot yet experienced, I am not in the least helped 
by being told that I only experience what is in my mind. 
For the question will equally arise, How do I know 
what is going to be in my mind ? The question 
idealism ordinarily discusses, as to whether the oh|ects 
of our awareness are in our mind or outside, are in 
their nature mental and dependent on the mind or 
not, is entirely and absolutely irrelevant to Kant’s 
purposes. 

But it is a fact, and one that has got to be explained, 
that in Judgment we go beyond what is prese^ to our 
minds, and that, in so anticipating what #e^ali ex- 
perience, we assume that certaiir principles hold of all 
that has been or may be present. With that difficulty 
idealism, as ordinarily understood, h^ nothing to do. 
Bepresentationism tried to give some account of this, 
going beyond what is present to our minds by sug- 
gesting that truth is a reference from ideas to reality ; 
but, as we saw, if w’e know only ideas, such a reference 
is impossible. The doctaines opposed to representa- 
tionism, that only ideas exist, or that we directly 
know real objects, allow the existence of nothing con- 
trasted with what we are apprehending to which a 
reference in Judgment can be made. No one who is 
satisfied with any of these positions can have seen 
Kant’s problem. 

If Kant, then, is not a subjective idealist, what does 
he mean by saying, as he constantly does, that we only 
know phenomena, and why should that limitatiofi of 
knowledge help him in any of his difficulties ? He 
means, in thb first place? that all kno wledge depends 
■ upon perception. The first paragraph of the' list p&t. 
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of the Critique of Pure Reason makes that clear. What™ 
eTer the process and the means may be by which 
knowledge reaches its objects, there is one that reaches 
them directly and forms the ultimate material of all 
thought, viz, perception. This is possible only wheii 
the object is given, and the object can be given only (to 
human beings, at least) through a certain affection of 
the mind.’’ 

Now, although we perceive an objective reality, 

. » sense perception obviously gives a very imperfect know-* 
ledge of objects. We see only some sides and aspects 
things, and not others. What we see depends on ’ 
ehange#*S^'our position. Further, we know that what 
we see is only a small part of the nature of anything. 
We think of reality as an interconnected system, but 
we only perceivij^ a very small part of it, and what we 
perceive depends upon the particular time and the 
particular part of space in which we live. In our ex- 
perience we are never really content simply with what 
we perceive ; we perceive much too little for that. 

We a^e alwa ys MeiTmg. from what w:e see to,, something 

•''' What is 'that something beyond, which, as 

we have seen, is implied in all judgment ? We might 
hold that it was the things as they really are as dis- 
tinguished from things as they appear, or phenomena, 
and that, when we turned from perception to thought, 
we turned from illusion to reality. Kant denied this. 
He held that, if you examine a Bclcntilic judgment 
about anything you perceive, such as that yellow thing 
is gold, yon will find that, if you know what the judg- 
mm% means, you ■ will be, able^ tb 'say ; Then, * under / 
such-and-such conditions*— if yoiiVeigh ii for example-^ 
you will haye such-and-such, a perception, '• The appeal 
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m not from what you perceive to what you tMuk, but < 
from wkat you perceive now to what you will perceive ' 
under sueh-and-Buoh conditions. Such a reference, 
indeed, implies thought and what is ordinarily called 
a concept ; but our knowledge of concepts used in 
science always means that, if we know what is meant, 
e,g. by calling anything gold, we know how it will 
behave under such-and-such conditions. The concept, 
in Kant’s words, is a function of unity in our re- 
presentations. The task of thought, then, is not to 
turn the mind away from what we perceive, but to help 
us to transcend some of the limitations of o ur percep- 
tions, or, to speak more accurately, to sel^o&iewhat 
further back the limits of our perception ; for thought 
never entirely transcends these limits. Our knowledge 
is always conditioned by the fact th§t we are finite 
minds living in a particular place and at a particular 
time ; but thought can extend the range of our per- 
ception in space and in time. 

The limitations of our perception have, for Kant, a 
double aspect, which determines Ms division of the first 
part of the Critique into two parts— the jEstheticmid the 
’ In the fix’st place, our direct' Imowledge of 
space at any one time is alwaj^s knowledge only of a 
part of, space ; our direct knowledge of time, whether 
in present consciousness or in memory of our own ex- 
perience- is knowledge of only a part of time ; and the 
things in the space we directly percdve, or in the time 
we experience, are what they are by their relation to 
space outside the space we see, and time beyond 4;he 
time we e:^erience, and ’that' limited' space and time we 
tteat, therefore, as parts of ope all-embracing space and 
one all-embracing time, and in the conception of an 
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indefinitely extended space and time we can tMnk of 
the space in which all things exist, and the time kx which 
ail things occur, of which we only see and experience a 
small part* The science of astronomy obviously talks 
of space and time far beyond anjdhing we could ever 
perceive, but we go beyond such direct perception in 
such simple expressions ' as forty miles from here or 
three days hence,” And, when Kant says that space 
and time are only phenomenal, he does not mean that 
they are mental, but that we only know them through 
perception, and that we get at absolute space and time 
not by,,,§mig from what we perceive to what w© think, 
but by Sinking of what we perceive indefinitely ex- 
tended. All definite statements about space must 
come back in the end to “ so far from here,^^ all about 
time to so ioi;^ from now,^^ and the fact that all our 
knowledge of space and time is got by adding to or 
extending in thought the space and time we directly 
perceive does, according to Kant, solve some obstinate 
puzzles about the nature of space and time* 

In the second place, if we consider our knowledge of 
objects, we realise that, as we said, at any one moment 
we only perceive them in part or from one position. 
'What w© di re c tl y p erceiv e of them is fragmentary and 
discontinuous, one aspect seen now, and another aspect 
seen at another time. But we do not think of the 
things as existing in that discontinuous way ; we' think 
of them as having a nature of their own. That does 
not contradict, but is something very much more than, 
wtebt we perceive,,- and our _ knowledge of any object 
is' got' by 'piecing together the aspects "we. directly per- 
ceive ; but' that piecing together, or ^ synthesis, is mot-' 
haphazard. It is governed by rules— rules partly derived 
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■from' the ilatiire of the particular thing we are concerned 
\ with, and partly more general rules, which come from 
I the relation of this work of piecing together to the 
? framework of space and time by help of which it is 
done. 

Kant’s conception of knowledge, then, is something 
like this. Each of us is in direct contact with reality, 
but we perceive directly only a small part of it, and, as 
our consciousness moves on in time, and as we change 
our position in space, we are directly conscious of dif- 
ferent small portions of reality. A part of the whole 
is illumined by direct perception, but the wl^^jjgstretches 
beyond that indefinitely in space and . tiin^ In. the 
part we directly perceive there is a temporal order and 
a spatial order. Things are given to us arranged in 
space and ordered in time, and thes^ arrangements or 
orders in the space and time that is directly given to 
us in perception have certain rules, and we thmk of 
these princ^iles of arrangement as extending indefinitely 
beyond the space and time given to us in perception. 
/When we make jiidgmeiits about reality beyond our 
perception, wo think of things as so arranged in the 
space and time beyond our perception as we should 
see them arranged were the range of our perception 
sujfficiently wide. Further, it is most important to re- 
member that we do not remain in one place and at one 
time and make guesses of what may happen in the 
darkness beyond. Though our perception at any one 
moment is limited, we can connect what we see at one 
-tinie with what we see at another, / We 'can, hj njeahs ^ 
' of language and writing, use the 'perception of others 
to fill out our experience, until gradually our scientific 
judgments, our knowledge of what we should perceive 
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•Hiider all sorts of possible experience, seems to bulk 
mueli more lar^iy than could onr individual p^rcep- 
'tiom But we are still, Kant would say, getting at our; 
knowledge of what is beyond by piecing together -what 
we and other people have perceived, and the whole is ' 
always much more than that. 

What, then, is meant by the contention that we can 
know things in themselves which Kant is earnest to 
refute 1 It might mean that we do in perception attain 
to a complete knowledge, but that would be obviously 
untrue. As Kant understood the claim, it meant rather 
something like this : In thought we are obviously not 
limited^^^rbur perception. We are always assuming|„ 
certain principles, 'such as-' the laws of splice 'or\theV*- 
principle of causation, to hold of all reality, both wiia.t| 
we do and what^we do not directly perceive. May we' 
not say, then, that these principles hold of all reality, 
and argue from that fact to what the nature of the 
whole must be 1 If everything that we know is caused, 
may we not apply the principle of causation to ai! , 
reality and say that it must buve a cause ? 

When we come to consider the Dialectic, the second 
main, division of the first Critique, we shall notice Kant’s 
detailed analysis of these arguments, and how he points 
out that you can in this way get contradictory results. 
In the meantime it must observed that in these 
arguments we start from principles applied to what 
we perceive and expressing connections between the 
different things we perceive, and then apply them 
beyiKid" .everything . we do or' could perceive. That 
means that we imagine that ,we can take these principles 
out of 'relation not .only to this, or thatpletail of per* 
cepti 0 n,'’!>ut‘out of; relation to .any perception at all, ■' 
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and tims apprehend reality by thought independently 
of perception. ' ■. ' ' ; 

,• Kant’s answer is that tlioxiglit cannot directly appre- 
hend the nature of the wholes and these iiniversai prin- 
ciples, such as the principle of causation, are only 
principles by which we connect one perception with 
anothei:' to amend the discontinuous and fragmentary 
nature of our perception ; they are rules for the syn- 
thesis of what we perceive. By so S 3 mthesismg our per- 
ceptions we come to a less imperfect knowledge of the 
whole, but apart from perceptions the principles have 
' no meaning at all. f 

Kant’s idealism, i.e. Ms insistence that we krow only 
phenomena, not things in themselves, is relevant to his 
problem, because it implies the denial of the view that 
thought has objects ajpprehended independently of per- 
ception, and because it insists that we can only know 
directly what we perceive, or things as they appear to 
us, that in our process from perception to knowledge we 
start with what is present to our perception and end 
with what is or with what might be present to our 
perception, and that this process is possible by reason 
of our continued consciousness in time. The process, 
Kant holds, is governed by certain principles. These 
depend upon the part played by space and time in all 
our perception, and the manner in which we employ 
space and time in piecing together our discontinuous 
perceptions. ' ’ ‘ ’ 

Now, obviously it is quite possible to hold this position 
without having thought out what is implied in being 
present to the mind in 'perception. ' This is what Kant 
did. He describes perception in different and incon- 
Aimxi ways. ' The reason for 'this mconsistency is that 
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Kant is not concerned with the nature of perception, 
but with the relation of what is immediately perceived 
to what is not but may be immediately perceived, and 
he therefore never worked out any consistent account 
of perception. He sometimes talks of perception 
reaching objects directly, and refutes the view that 
we perceive only what is in our mind, (This, indeed, 
is implied in his distinction of space and time as 
forms of external and internal sense respectively.) But 
usually he takes the ordinary idealist view that we do 
not perceive things, but affections produced in us by 
things. Owing to this inconsistency Kant constantly 
seems ^be stating very much more than he has any 
right to. This is especially true in all that he says 
about knowledge being confined to phenomena and not 
extending to thipgs in themselves. When he talks of 
our knowing only phenomena, he sometimes seems to 
mean that we know objects, things in themselves, only 
in part, in so far as they appear to us. That would 
make the , distinction between the phenomenon and 
the thing in itself a distmcti^s^n between the same thing 
imperfectly and perfectly understood. He sometimes, 
and this is his more usual view, seems to mean that 
we are aware of appearances, entities separate and dis- 
tinguishable from the objects which produce them in 
our minds. But i£ we work out in any of Kant's argu- 
ments the point of his appeal to the fact that knowledge 
is only of phenomena, we shall find that in every case 
the difference between a subjective idealist and a realist 
viewof perception, of what being present to the mind '' 

' ineans, .is irrelevant, and that his argument holds on 
■ either. theoiy. ' ' ' ' 

. We must .now turn to Kant’s account “bf space und , ■ 
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time wHch is given in Ike the first part of 

.. the Gfitiqm. He begins by showing the impossibility 
I of the tw'o views of the nature of space and time which 
then held the field, the views of Newton and Leibniz. 

I; ^Sitoftfhad thought of space and time, as realities, 
tilings in themselves existing along with other things. 
But obviously we cannot think of space as a separate 
thing existing by itself ; for space without things would 
1 have no determination or possibility of determination, 
j and would be to us Just nothing, whereas, as it is, it is 
something to us. The same holds of time. The New- 
^ tonian doctrine, Kant says, forces us to assume two 
eternal, infinite, and self-subsisting non-realities^which 
f are there, without any reality in them, only that they 
“ may comprehend all reality/’ Just because things are 
in space and time, space and time are^not themselves 
! things. Bixt if this makes us say that space and time 
are only relations between or qualities of things, we find 
ourselves in difficulties as obvious. We do not come 
to apprehend space and time by comparing things and 
seeing that they have a ^common quality of being 
‘‘ spatial ” or temporal,” as we come to apprehend 
redness, e.g,, by seeing red things. The perception 
of space and time is implied in each and every 
perception of things. We camiot, therefore, derive 
them from our study of things ; we must begin with 
them. Further, Kant notices, as against Leibniz, that 
space and time are not ordinary concepts because they 
have no instances. Different men are instances of man, 
but different spaces or times are only parts or deter- 
minations of the one space and the one time. As 
against the view, then, that would make space and time 
only' rdations, derived from bur comparison of 'things ' 
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wMch are not temporal or spatial, Kaat insists that 
space, and time, ara,,a jmori W© cannot Bm things 
without seeing them outside one another“i.c* in space*-- . 
or experience succession or change without experiencing 
it in time. Space and time, then, have a certain inde- 
pendence of things in space and time. The qualitative 
differences of things in space or events in time do not 
affect the nature of space and time, and we can and do 
study and discuss spatial and temporal relations quite 
independently of such differences. 

Space and time, then, can be abstracted from things 
in spaqg^^d time. Yet, on the other hand, we cannot 
thiii mat space and time exist independently of 
‘things. ■ They ,do^.^npt 'for, 
though the specilc differences of things in space and 
time are irrelevant to the nature of space and time, 
if there were no things, or if there were no differences, 
there could be no space and time as we know them. 

The empirical perception,” says Kant, is not com- 
pounded of phenomena and space, of the sensation 
and the empty perception.’^ Space and time, therefore, 
Kant says, are not tMngs .iu, themselves. 

' • What, then, - are they ? Kant’s answer is that they 

forms^ om perception. Space^ ^is , thfi^Jonn ot eiT 

' ternal^ ^perqe^S^and ' time is , the' ionu- . of., .intenal 
perceptioBj^^and Kant holds that by this answer we can- 
uudeiitSSd' both how our knowledge 'Of space -and time ’ 
may be a priori, how spatial and temporal distinc- 
tions may be abstracted from the differences of things, 
and how . we may avoid the difficulties consequent on 
r%arding time and space as independent things. ; 

.'-y-WTiat, tib-en^ does Kant mean hj/orm f ■. ,H© seems, to. 

two thi^, which he does not cteariy ffistinguiBh. ' , ; 
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The first , meaning is bes^ described in his own words ;■ 
In th$ phenomenon I call what corresponds to the 
sensation the matter of the phenomenon, . and that 
which causes that the manifold of the phenomenon is 
perceived as arranged in specific relations I call the 
form of the phenomenon.” We are here face to face 
with the ultimate difference of form and matter, or order 
and that which is ordered. When Kant calls time and 
space the form of our perception he is simply calling 
attention to the fact that in all that„,we perceive we find 
this distinction. It is something found, given, not made 
by us. By the word ^'form” Kant doesjiot mean 
an 3 rthing specially subjective as contrasted with Matter 
or content, for he carefully distinguishes between space 
and time, and such qualities as colour, which get their 
nature in part, he thinks; from the B;^ecific nature of 
the sense organ. Compared with such qualities space 
and time are objective. The phrase "‘forms of our 
perception ” then, does not really explain anything 
about space and time ; it only emphasises the fact that 
the distinction between sp%ce and time and objects in 
them is found in what we perceive, and that there is 
no meaning in discussing either side of the distinction as 
though it were quite independent of what we perceive. 

• But form has also another meaning which justifies 

? Kant in calling space and time only ionm^ of our per- 
ception, and hence subjective. For, while these forms 
are found in what we perceive, the distmctive part 
which they play in our knowledge is due to the fact that 
we use space and time as a framework by which# to 
connect our scattered experiences. We come to think 
of the space and time we perceive as parts of an ab- 
solute space and an absolute, time. We perceive parts 
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of space and time, but absolute space and absolute time 
we do not perceive. They are the form we perceive 
imagined indefinitely extended. We order the par- 
ticular parts of q)ace and time which we do perceive 
in reference to absolute space and time. Yet absolute 
ppace and time are only known through the finite parts 
of space and time which we actually experience. Hence 
absolute space and time are not perceived realities or 
perceived orders, but ways in which we organise and 
arrange what we perceive. Now, the qualities of space 
and time wMoh are hard to think of as the qualities 
of a thing that, exists, Le. their infinite divisibility and 
infihite^i^nsion, are qualities of absolute space and 
time. When we say that space is infinitely divisible, 
we do not mean that any existing thing is made up of 
an infinite number of parts. The divisibility of space 
and the diviabSity of matter are quite different. An 
inch as a spatisd determination is infinitely divisible, 
but the divisibility of the actual stuff which any inch 
may measure is a matter of empirical investigation, 
and ought to admit of a definite amwmr. That means 
that, while we use determinations of space which we 
consider infinitely divisible and infinitely extensible to 
measure things iii space, we do not consider that these 
determinations, fractions, or multiples of inches or centi- 
metres, have anything to do with the constitution of 
the thing they measure. It was not put together in 
fractions of inches. Thus we must distinguish between; 
space as the form of what we perceive, the nexfc-each-j 
, otherness of tbmg s, and the use we make of that form'; 
to construct by means of measurement order in alii 
different perception. The first is qbvioqsly the form 
only of what we perceive, apd gives rise to no tran- 
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sceiidenta! questions* Blit the second, infinite space, 
though Jt seems to transcend onr perception, lias still 
only meaning in reference to perception, is. only a way 
of ordering our perceptions. The same holds good of 
time. 

We can see now what Kant means by saying that! 
time and space are empirically real and transcendentally i 
ideal. Kant does not maintain that space and time 
are illnsions* They are a constant element of what is 
given ns in perception. It is only when we try and 
go beyond oiir perceptions, and take space and time 
as things existing independently of what w§ perceive, 
thns trying to transcend the limits of possible per- 
ception, that we fail into iilnsion. Space and time, 
have meaning only as elements in what we perceive, or ‘ 
in connecting what we perceive now^with what we ’ 
may perceive. 





CHAPTER IV 


THE CATEGOKIES AOT THE PEIHGIPLES OP PUEE 
' UHDEESTAHBIHG 

Kant makes the distinction between perception and 
understanding depend upon the distinction between 
the receptivity and the spontaneity of the mind. In the 
JSstketic he has been concerned with time and space a 
elements in what seems to be given to the mind. Be- 
fore we begin to ask the questions of science, before we 
analyse, describe, or classify, befQi:^ we have to think? 

^ia.*-pe3rCeive. . _ T|me^_^.^and^,,^space_ arc not, got .at-., by 

'%inkmg,,or„geiieiaI^ 'Eor before we can say any- 
thing about any part of onr experience, it is given us in a 
certain spatial and temporal order. If we open our 
eyes at any moment, we-^are, without any conscious 
eSort of thought on our part, confronted with an 
elaborate content. It seems simple to distinguish 
this receptive attitude of the mind in perception from 
its activity in thinking. 

The distinction is not really so simple as it appears. 
For we all know that what we perceive depends, at 
least to some extent, on the mind's activity. We arc 
familiar with the reflection that men see what they 
w^nt to see or what they are looking for. This is 
olsarly shown hr the case of hearing by 'the difference In 
what we hear when we are listening to a language we 
understand and^wfaen we are listening 'to an unfamiliar 
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languages or iii the common experience when, after 
failing t® hear what someone Las said^ we think what it 
must have btjen, and then seem to recall the sound, 
not as we heard it, but as we shouid have heard it if 
w^e had heard it rightly* Anyone who reflects on the 
process of fast reading will realise that w^e do not 
perceive or notice ail the letters on a page; we fill in 
from our imagination, as vre discover when w-e read 
words that are not on the page. It is a very hard 
thing, giving up all interpretation and inference, to de- 
scribe faithfully just what is there to see, 

B^siye perception,. then,_does_nof. exisfe. and _qttr 
thought affects our perception. Yet, at the same time^ 
the distinction between thought and perception, although 
not simple, is real. For although our. previous thought 
affects our perception and .we see things already classi- 
fied, see books, and tables, and chairs, not merely 
coloured surfaces, yet we can distinguish between simple 
immediate perception and the process of thought which 
begins when we ask, What is that ? ic. when we begin 
to make judgments. % 

. The characteristic of thought, according to Kant, is ^ 
I synthesis, or putting together, and all synthesis is the 
1 work of the mind. When we ' egin to describe and 
^ classify the contents of our perception, we pick out 
separate qualities from the continuous whole we per- 
ceive, and group them together. This grouiDing is, of 
course, determined by the likenesses and differences which 
we perceive everywhere, but we do not, in judging, con- 
fine ourselves to noticing likeness and difference. •For 
any content of our perception has some point of re- 
semblance, and some of difference with any other. We 
are concerned with likenesses that go wdth or are the 


■: 4 : 





-signs of other likenesses. On the basis of 'perceived 
likeness we erect the notion of things and qualities of a 
certain kind- ' |n doing.., this we go beyond what we 
and unite and arrange the contents of our x3erception 
through concepts. That is what we are doing when we 
say that is a so-and-so. For example, if I say that rock 
is like a dog, I am simply expressing a likeness I per- 
ceive. I do not imply that the rock is therefore alive 
or will bark; I am not going beyond how the rock 
looks ; blit if I say that object is a dog, I assert that all 
ttiat is implied in being a dog will hold of that object, 
Le, that it will have a certain appearance and behavionrj 
which is known. I can anticipate, therefore, how it 
will behave, look, and sound under certain circumstances. 
All these phenomena, the appearance, the barking, and 
running, thoughhl may perceive them at difierent times 
and places, are grouped together in the judgment, 
^^That is a dog.” This is what Kant means by say- 
ing, Concepts_depend^^_jqn By function I 

mean the unity of the act of arranging different repre- 
sentations under one common representation.” Con- 
?®|s,^th^iefpr^,.always.rqferjq^ and it is by 

means of concepts that we are enabled to introduce 
such order into what we perceive, that we can anticipate 
from what we p^ceive what we shall perceive. 
o^timswithout Without concepts 

what we perceive woull not lead us in^'any way beyond 
what is immediately given. Thought s w ithpi it cppiAptff 
” Concepts are nothing, and' have no meaning ; 
apaH from the contents of perception which they unify. '/ 
■ concepts are w tet 

We at tfieni by observing likenesses and differences 
in what w© perceive, and obsers^ing which are significant 
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and' iiiiporfcaiit, and wM^ii are what we call accidentaL 
Sciencetin its discovery of laws, is only carrying further 
this process which is implied in all simple jndgmeiits. 
By observing likenesses and differences, their nniformi'- 
ties and variations, and discovering those which are a 
key to the rest, we improve our concepts, and thereby 
have more knowledge of what we call natural laws, and 
can more and more anticix)ate experience. With these 
empiiicai coneex)ts and their development Kant is not 
concerned. But there are certain concepts of which 
Hume had observed that they are not obtained in the 
ordinary way from an examination of th^contents of 
experience. The two with which he chiefly concerned 
himself were substance and cause. These concepts 
seem to play an especially important part in the ordering 
and anunging of the concepts of expfrienoe. For the 
work of science, in moving from a simple observation of 
likenesses and differences to a knowledge of empirical 
laws, depends upon certain assumptions or principles, 
like the |>rinciple of causatiop or the principle of the 
conservation of energy. ^Th&e principles imply con- 
cepts not derived, like the others, from generalisation 
from experience ; they are the synthetic a priori 
judgments which, as we have seen, constituted a special 
problem for Kant. 

Kant is first concerned to ask where these a priori 
concepts come from, and how many of them there are. 
This inquiry he calls the metaphysical deduction of the 
categories. Having answered that,, question, he, then 
goes OB to ask by what right we assume these principles ^ 
in our dealing , with experience. This, the most im- 
portant and difficult section of the calls' the 

transcendental deduction of the categories. 


1 


t’’' 

I'i'! 


I 

7 

li- ;• 





-- 


54 THE PHILOSOPH¥ OF KANT 

Most concepts, as we saw, toe empirical. We take 
certain likenesses aird differences we observes- as the 
mark of a real unity in the things. The different natures 
of different things we do not fully know, but we dis- 
tinguish them by the different uniformities we observe, 
and in order to explain our experience we assume the 
unity underlying these perceived likenesses. Iron, dog, 
fire, are names for the natures of things which we see 
manifested in our experience. Tbfi.i:oneept, then, is got 
from, what we, perceive, though it stands for something 

How, then, can there be any 
concepts 'whieh are not got from the empirical differ- 
ences of things we perceive ? Let us take such a concept 
as substance, and see whether we can discover where 
it comes from. Locke had been puzzled by discovering 
that he could not, in any object, find anything which 
was its substantiality. Calling anything a substance 
is not like saying that it is haa-d, or green, or heavy ; we 
are not concerned with specific differences in things, 
but we are not therefore saying what is meaningless. 
There is something, namely .^ubstance, which we can ■ 
distingoish from the hardness, or colour, or weight that 
we perceive. That something we do not perceive ; we 
assume it whenever we talk of a thing being hard, and 
green, and heavy. A thing’s sxxbstantiali tv is just f fy 
(Qualities. ISut such a unity is 
impied m the concept of any object. Substance, th A u . 
is a name for one of the general principles implied in 
our assuming that what we perceive are real objects. 

l^^rosult of this inquiry into par- 
ticular concepts, of holds that ' a priOTi 

concepts the concepts widch we do 

not get from empirical differences of things) stand for 
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I principles implied in thinMifig' o£ |}liii5ge,,^s objects or in 
judging. ^ If we want, therefore, to find out the number 
j- of the categories, we must ask how many different kinds', 

j of unity are implied in Judgment, or what are the con- 

i ditions of Judging any object. Kant does Y\ot here help, 

j but ^rather misleads us in this inquiry. For he unfortu- 

i nately thought that the, different kinds of Judgment 

■ could be discovered without further ado by taking the 

^ list given in formal logic. He therefore first makes a 

( list of categories, based on the logical forms of Judg- 

I ment, and then tries to show the connection between 

these categories and the principles which wgre, as he 
' had discovered, assumed in the mathematical sciences. 
The actual movement of his thought is, I think, 

; different. He asks if there are any. general conditions 
implied in all Judgment, His answer i% that all Judg- 
ments, all statements, that is, which claim to be true, 
imply determination of time and space. From that 
I determination certain principles can be deduced. If 

!. time and space are implied in all Judging, then these 

"j principles will equally be implied, and will hold of all 

things which can be objects for us. 

I It will be easier to understand Kant’s arguments if we 

I invert the order of the Critique and begin with examm- 
Ij ing the nature of the principles of the understanding or 
'I of one of them. 

I, The categories which are of importance in Kant’s 
' I argument are quantity, quality, substance, causation, | 
and reciprocity, and necessity, possibility, and actuality.^ 
The last three are less important than the others, and 
we shall not deal with them. 

; ' To the first five of these categories correspond the 
; following principles : 
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(1) Quantitj* phenomena are, reference 

to their perception, extensive quantities.” 

(2) Qnality. • “In all phenomena, the real, which is; 

the object of a sensation, has intensive quantity, that is, 
a degree.” . ^ - 

The last three are classed under a general heading of 
Anialogim of Experience, whose pxincipie is : “ Ex- 
perience is possible only through the representation of a 
necessary connection of perceptions.” They are 

(3) The principie of the permanence of snhstance. In 
ail changes of. phenomena the substance is permanent, 
and its fiiantnm is neither increased nor diminished 
in. nature.” 

{4} Principle of the succeseion of time, according to the 
Lato of Oausality. “ All changes take place according to 
the law of conpaction between cause and effect.” 

(5) Principle of co-existence, according to the law of 
reciprocity or community. “All substances, so far as 
' they can be perceived as co-existent in space, are always 
affecting each dther reciprocally.” 

These principles,. Kant points out, are assumed in the 
sciences of applied' mathematics. The application of ■ 
, geometry to _ the world we experience > assumes that all 
phenomena are' extensive quantities; physics assumes ■■ 
. that quantitative expression can be given to the quali- 
ties of objects other than their size, their weight, e.g., 
and all scientific determination of change assumes the 
' three principles which Kant calls analogies of experience : ■ . 
'th^ permanence ;or conservation of •amount in changes, 
the necessary •connection of things in time, and the to- ' 
^ ciprocal Jnterde|^ndenee_of things which exi# at the 
'■ , same time. .Tli^ principles are not proved by science ; 
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their validity is assumed‘‘m all scientific investigation. 
On what; then, does it rest ? 

We shall follow Kant’s argument more easily if we 
take Ms account of one of these principles — ^the principle 
of causation. Por what is said of that will hold, with 
necessary changes, of the others, and, as we have noticed, 
it was Hume’s criticism of causation which fii'st led 
Kant to formulate the critical problem. Hume had 
pointed out that we had never such insight into causal 
connection as to be able, from mere inspection of a 
cause, to foretell the effect without any reference to 
experience. He declared, on the contrary, ^hat there 
was no difference between observed succession and 
causation so far as concerned the objects observed. In 
each case we see first one thing and thm another. The 
difference, then, between mere suceesion and causal 
connection can only be in ns, in the way we come to 
feel about certain successions we observe. In technical 
language, the necessity of cau§afciQn_^sn^ectiy_e. 

How does Kant answer tMs position ? He bepns, as 
is usual with him, by taking the problem a little frfrther 
back. Causation is a connection we predicate between 
what we see at one time, and what we see at another. 
Now if we take into account only the fact that we -see 
one ttn-nv at one time and another thing at another, 
there is no difference between what we see when we 
successively see two things wMch we Judge to eo-exist, 
and when we see two things one of wMeh we Judge to 
have succeeded the other in time. HumOi therefore, 
proved too much. His ar^ment would show that we 
have no grounds for disringuishing between appre- , 
henaon of suficwion and sue<»ssion in approheiidang. 
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but such, a distinction is the basis of our apprehension 
and understanding of change or movement. then, 
we examine how we distinguish between apprehension 
of succession and succession in apprehendingj we may 
see ozi what the principle of causation is based>v, 

An instance will help to make this point clear. Sup- 
pose that I am sitting in a room, and look first at the 
door and then turn round and look at the wdndow. 
There are two successive acts of apprehending ; the con- 
tent of the first is the door, of the second, the window, 
but the succession, I say, is in my apprehending. The 
door andj^vthe window have co-existed all the time. 
Supjjose, again, that I look out of the window and see 
a cab in front of the house opposite, come back into 
the room, and then look out again and see the cab in 
front of a hou^ further down. Here, again, are two 
successive acts of apprehending, the content of the first, 
houses with cab in front of one house, of the second 
houses with cab in front of another. This time I say 
the houses have gone on co-existing, but the cab has 
moved. The difference in what I see this time is due, 
not to me, but to the cab. The succession is in the 
thing apprehended. If we just think of the contents 
apprehended, we have first A, then B, and say A and B 
co-exist in the first instance, and have CD and CB, and 
say D and E have been successive in the other. Why 
in the second case do we not say when we look out of 
the window the second time : Here is another row of 
houses, which, though they look exactly the same as 
the c&nes I saw last time, have got the cab in a different . 
place ? That is Ihe kind of thing one does say in a 
dream. Why would it be inadmissible in waking life ? 

Ijet us first ask how we ever come to make the dis- 
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tiiiction between change im the content of oiir perception, 
which is^liie to change in m, and change in the things we 
perceive. Look out of a window into a busy street. As 
we iook certain things remain the same, the houses 
opposite, the lamp-posts, and so on, but other tilings 
change. The permanence of part of the contents 
guarantees us that the change we perceive is not due to 
us : if it were, these would change also. Therefore it 
must be in certain of the things. Change is perceived 
against a background that is permanent and does not 
change. But any such particular perception is, of 
course, very limited. We do not see all t^ world at 
once, and we only come to know a larger extent of reality 
by. means of memory, which enables us to put together 
what we see at one time with what, we see at another. 
We have got to try and understand h^ it is that we 
make this distinction, which is clear to us in small 
isolated bits of experience, hold of all experience. Now 
if reality did not change, and we were conscious of our 
own movements, we could go from one point to another 
of reality and back again, syid could be aware that the 
changes in our perception were all due, not to change in 
reality, but to us — ^were our history. We should know 
that the different things we saw were co-existing all the 
time, and we should, in describing them, try to describe 
them, as in a map, as we should perceive them if we 
saw them all at once. The succession would be sub“ 
lective, the co-existence objective. If we perceived 
nothing but change, we should be incapable of dis- 
tinguishing between our changes and the change outtide 
as, for all succession in our experiencing would be ex- 
perience of what was successive, and there could be no 
distiiK^tipB betyreeu' pgsyohology and -science. Our ex- 
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perienee of reality m not lik^ either of these supposi- 
tions, but like both of them combined. Some succes- 
sion of our experienemg is experience of the co-existing^ 
some experience of succession. 

Reality stretches out beyond us in space, some of it 
changing and some of it permanent ; we cannot tell 
simply from the diierence in what we perceive whether 
the difference comes from change in us or change in 
the thing. We can tell that only on the assumption 
that we are having fragmentar3i^ views of a whole that 
is continuous. The only continuity we know is the 
continuity of our own experience made • possible by 
memory, Slid ,we try to interpret that experience in 
the light of the larger continuity of the world which our 
experience breaks- up. .As we go from one place' to 
another, notice now 'this thing, now that, we can test 
interpretations 'made on this -assumption. Wrong in- 
terpretations are those ■ which make our experience 
inconsistent. If we thought that what happened at one 
time had no relation with what happened at another, 
that anything might, happen any time, our experience 
and our own life would be the merest fumble. Our 
experience attains consistency only as we' learn more 
and more to^ disentangle] the differences in experience 
which, come from.„our changes, from the changes and 
the' variety which are 'part .of the whole connected 
system of reality, of which we see now one fmgment, 
fthen another. 'The distinction between succession in 
our, apprehending- and apprehension of succession, which 
is the basis, of all experience of change, implies 'the 
recognition of., change as ^ not arbitrary but part of 
& connected system’ 'of ^ reality. / As Kant puts it 'in 
' his,, formulatmn of ’the 'principle of the analogies of 
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experieBce, Experience i§ only possible by means of • 
tbe representation of a necessary connection of per- 
ceptions.’^ 

But if our perception of reality is fragmentary, how 
can we think of reality as other than fragmentary, how 
can we fill up the gaps ? Only by thiriking of the whole 
as a comiectecl system in space and time. For it is the 
nature of space and time that they can be thoxight. of 
independently of the specific nature of the things in 
space and time, and that the space and time we per- 
ceive in any one experience must be thought of as parts 
of an all-embracing space and an all-embracing time. 
We cannot follow the whole history of a cHSnge from 
A to B, we can only say that, if our experience is to 
have any consistency, we must think that the fact that 
we first saw A and then saw B implies in this ease that 
the change from A to B is part of the coAinuons system 
of change in time, that it is determined in time. But 
to think of an event as determined in time is not to 
think of it as determined hy time, for time in itself could 
not produce one thing more than another. It is to 
ihink of it as determined by the nature of what pre- 
cedes it in time. We therefore conclude that like causes 
have like effects ; for, if anything could cause anything, 
we should never know that change in what we observed 
was due to change in us— in the position of our bodies, 
e.g.— and the experience of objective chaise would be 
impossible. 

The principle does not tell us of itself what causes 
what. That can only be discovered by empirieal jn- 
vesti^tion. That is necessary because we do not, as 
we seem to have assumed above, simply see one thing 
becoming another. We s®e parts of all kinds of changes. 
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Hence succession may be objective but not caiisai 
Science has, by observation and experiment, to dis- 
entangle and isolate different changes, but it could not 
do this without assuming the principle of causality. 

Causation, then, and the other assumptions of the 
physical sciences, are shown by Kant to be grounds 
of the possibility of experience.’’ We cannot deny 
them without denying elementary distinctions in our 
experience, without which life would be a chaos, and 
which are assumed and .justified every moment. While 
Kant thus demonstrates the validity of such principles, 
he is also insistent on the limitations of their applica- 
tion. They are principles which give consistency to 
experience, but must not be applied save in reference 
to what we experience. They ap|)iy, in his words, only 
to phenomena.” The purport of this limitation can, 
again, be mos-& easily seen by examining the principle 
of causality. By means of that principle we connect 
one eveiit with another, but the reality is not two 
different but connected events, but a continuous pro- 
cess. The continuous process escapes us, because our 
perception of it is fragnientary and disoontinuous. 
Inasmuch as a judgment of causal connection asserts 
that the events we separately notice are connected, it 
is true, but it is false if taken to imply that reality 
consists of a series of discontinuous events or stages 
which are yet connected. Such an assumption would 
mean, in Kant’s words, that causation is applied not 
to phenomena (things as they appear to us), but to 
thiiigs in themselves {things considered apart from the 
manner in which they appear to us). If realise its 
falsehood, we can, he thinks, evade the contradictions 
‘which he examines in the DiaWic* jf , ' ; « , ' . . ' 

, ' - : ■ ■ W 


ni 


CHAPTER V 


THE Ali^TIHOMIES AND CEITICISM OF THE PEOOFS OF 
THE EXISTENCE OF GOJ> 

So far we have been considering the positive side of 
Kant’s argument, his attempt to confirm the validity 
of the principles of science. We must now notice the 
negative side, his attempt to limit the appication of 
these principles, and his denial of the possibility of 
knowledge in certain spheres. 

We saw that Kant in Ms Prolegomena summed up 
the argument of the three cM,e£ division^ of the Critique 
as an answer to the questions : How is mathematics 
possible ? How is pure science of nature possible ? and, 
How is metajihysics possible ? He qualified the last 
question by adding as a natural disposition of the 
mind.” The argument of *the Dialectic is that meta- 
physics, in the sense of inquiry into objects which 
transcend the bounds of experience, is not possible as 
a science, but that metaphysical questions arise natu- 
rally from the nature of human reason. They cannot 
be answered. All we can do is to see why we cannot 
answer them. 

Kant thought of knowledge as a process of extending 
the bounds of perception, of piecing together the fjag- 
mentary glimpses we get of the world, stretching them 
out in spatial and temporal determinations that go 
'beyond what we have actually experienced, connecting 
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ttot experience is not chaotic conJ&rms them at every 
moment* The second are ideals which ' guide know- 
ledge, "but are never realised* ■ He calls .them ideas of 
femon, because it is the special task of reason to lay 
down rules for the proper and complete w'orMng of the 
understanding. This task, he thinks, is exemplified in 
the logical nature of the syllogism which brings into 
unity the Judgments of the understanding. As he used 
the forms of Judgment as a guiding thread to di.scover 
a complete list of categories of the understanding, so 
ha uses the forms of syllogism to discover a complete 
list of the ideas of reason. In both cases Kant’s reference 
to logical forms is far-fetched. Actually th^list in the 
Dialectic seems to be influenced by a number of con- 
siderations not always consistent. 

There are three main divisions of the Dialectic. (The 
first Kant calls the paralogisms of ratioj^l psychology.) 
All knowing and experience imply the unity of the 
f self which knows. In actual experience that unity is 
qualified by the nature of what it uxiites, but we may 
try to think of it apart from and independent of this. 
This leads to an attempt to know the self by asking 
^ what must be its nature if it has the unity implied in 
knowing, and to argue that the soul is a substance and 
simple, not affected by the changes in the matter which 
it knows and therefore immortal. 

The second division arises from the fact that in know- 
ledge we are concerned with series — ^a series of addings 
together and a series of divisions, as of parts of space 
and time ; a series of things arising one from the other, 
as in causation ; and a series of things in dependence 
one upon the other. The ideas of reason come from 
the thought of these series completed, and produce what 
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Kant calls antinomies. For II w© start with the thought 
that what we are trying to apprehend mnst a whole, 
w© get one series of results ; if with the thought that we 
can only apprehend the whole by going from condition 
to condition indefinitely, we get another, Kant dis- 
tinguishes four antinomies, each with thesis and anti- 
thesis, The thesis of the first is, The world has a be- 
ginning in time, and is limited also in regard to space ” ; 
the antithesis, “The world has no beginning and no 
limits in space, but is infinite, in respect both to time 
and spaee.^’ The thesis of the second is, “ Every com- 
pound sutetance in the world consists of simple parts, 
and nothing exists’' any where but the simple or what 
is composed of it ” ; the antithesis is the contrary of 
this. The thesis of the third is, “ Causality, according 
to the laws of nature, is not the only causality from which 
all the phenomena of the world can be deduced. In 
order to account for these phenomena it is necessary 
also to admit another causality, that of freedom ’’ ; 
the antithesis, “There is no freedom, but everything 
in the world takes place entirely according to the laws 
of nature.’’ The thesis of the fourth is, “ There exists 
an absolutely necessary Being belonging to the world, 
either as a part or as a cause of it ” ; the antithesis 
is a denial of this. 

The problems of the third division of the Dialmtic 
arises from an attempt to think of a whole which shall 
include both the known world and the mind that knows. 
This attempt, which Kant calls the ideal of pure reason, 
leads to proofs of the existence of God. 

;As^th© Diahctic proceeds, it become clear that Kant, 
has another list to hand. He enumerates, as the three; 
,gtmt objects ^ of ' metaphysical ^ inquiry, ■’ God, Freedoni, 
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and immortality, and in iiis discussion of t!ie ideas of 
reason M treats them principally as attempts to give 
definite and dogmatic answers to the problems sng- 
gested by these three topics. 

Immortality is the subject of what Kant calls the 
paralogisms of rational psychology. He argues that ail 
attempts to prove the immortality of the soul by a 
priori arguments involve an argument of this kind : 
they begin by noting that death is always dissolution 
of some kind, that, therefore, what is not made up of 
parts and camiot be dissolved, cannot die. Then they 
urge that the soul is not made up of parts, awd therefore 
cannot die. The fallacy in this argument is that it 
treats the unity of the seK as though it were an object 
of knowledge. We can show that knowledge is only 
possible if the self has a unity other J!ihan that of a 
spatial whole, but we camiot therefore argue that it 
must be exactly like a spatial whole, in the sense that 
death in it can only be brought about by dissolution, 
but unlike a spatial whole in that in it there is nothing 
to be dissolved. The real natui’c of the unity of the 
sejf, Kant, argues, cannot be known. All we can do 
is to reject a priori arguments either for or against its 
immortality. 

Freedom is treated in the third antinomy of pure 
reason, and to that Kant devotes most attention, but 
others of the antinomies are concerned with the diffi- 
cuMes arising from the application of spatial and tem- 
poral determinations to reality as a whole,; and to the 
category of necessity. Kant makes, a distinction ^be- 
tween the first two and the second two antinomies. It 
I IS, the fitst two that express the, inadequacy of temporal 
j or spatial determination to reality as a whole. All such 
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deteriaiimtion implies measurement, and measurement 
is always a relation of part to part. The anmtheses of 
both antinomies express the inadequacy of any number 
to the expression of the nature of the whole, the thesis 
the inadequacy of regarding reality as an aggregate or 
addition of any kind. Each is strong in what it denies, 
and Kant’s solution is that both thesis and antithesis 
are false, because you cannot apply spatial or temporal 
determination to the world as a whole. 

In contrast the solution of the other antinomies is that 
both thesis and antithesis are true, and that is possible 
because ttey are concerned with different things. The 
third antinomy arises from the difficulty of applying 
the category of causation to the world as a whole. The 
assumption underlying the thesis is not, as is some- 
times assertedH^^merely that the notion of infinity in 
itself implies a contradiction, but that a determinate 
result must have a determinate cause. If we think 
of what actually exists now as having been caused by 
what has preceded it, we must think of that which 
has had a determinate result being itself determinate. 
It is the familiar argument for a first cause. In causa- 
tion we seem to be relating one event to another event, 
and are really only putting the question of origination 
further back. Yet, if we say that, therefore we must 
suppose an absolute origination of change, a beginning 
of the series, we have to answer the question, How is it 
possible to think of the originating number of the 
series ? For to think that something can arise from 
nothing is to contradict the principle of causation. 

Kant’s solution to this ffifficulty is important, for 
it had great influence upon his ethical theory. The 
applies 'only to phenomena,. If 
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we of tbiiags as phenomena we must recognise 

that thSy are subject to the principle of causation ; 
if we of them as things in themselYes, the cat^ 

gory of causation does not apply to them, and their 
action may be free. The same action may therefore 
on its phenomenal side be determined, and on its 
nominal side, as the action of a thing in itself, be free. 
This may seem to be solving one contradiction by pro- 
pounding another, till we remember that in causation 
we do not explain the relation of cause to effect. The 
relation we discover is between one instance of cause 
and effect and another. Like causes havg like effects. 
The principle applies, then, in so far as things are like 
one another. It applies to changes which are aggre- 
gates or complexes of simpler changes which are like 

other changes. If and in so far as the^ are things which 

I are more than aggregates of their moments, and are 

! therefore unique, there are things to whose changes 

no laws of cause and effect are adequate. The point 
may be illustrated by the way we think about char^ter. 

1 If we t-Viink of a man’s character as his characteristics, 
his being this or that hind of person, we must think of 
his action as so far determined, but that does not 
prevent us from thinking of his individuality as some- 
thing more than any sum or combination of charac- 
teristics, as something essentially alive, which escapes 
aU attempts to bind it by rules. It is the difference s 
Kant’s words between man regarded “ from the point 
I of view of anthropology,” and man regarded as a re- 
sponsible moral being. We shall see in the next chapter 
that tins distinction is the baas of Kant’s moral theory. 
Sere it must be noted that he does not claim that his 
solution of the third antinomy proves the fact of free- 
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dom. Thaty he held, no merely inteilectnai argument 
conld prove. It only defends the possibility of Ireedom. 

The third division of the Dialectic is an examination 
of the proofs of the existence of God. When we study 
Kant’s account of them, w© find we are concerned not, 
as elsewhere in the Dialectic, with a conflict springing 
from the nature of reason itself, but with the relation 
of thought and conduct. Kant distinguishes three 
proofs of til© existence of God — ^the ontological, the 
cosmological, and the physico-theological — but he main- 
tains that the last two really rest upon and imply the 
first. The^first, the ontological proof, is the argument 
that the very conception of a perfect being implies exist- 
ence. It is the only proof of moral importance, inasmuch 
as it attempts to argue a priori that a being of perfect 
morality mmst eixist. Kant’s answer to it is that, to 
argue that we could not conceive a perfect being unless 
we conceived that being’s existence, is to suppose that 
to conceive of a thing, and to conceive of the same 
thing existing, is to conceive of diflerent things. Exist- 
ence, he says, adds nothing to the concept of an object. 
Kant’s objection to the ontological proof has been 
criticised. But the proof either assumes that God is 
a being independent of and separate from the rest of 
reality, and then, as Kant says, we may conceive God 
as existing, but our conception not being necessitated, 
carries no necessity with it. (If I conceive a hundred 
dollars to be in my pocket, he says, I conceive them to 
be there ; but that does not mean the dollars are there.) 
Or if*Ve say that reality must be thought of as existing, 

, the ''answer is,' Y^, but must reality necesaarily be 
/ thouj^t of aa morally perfect ? It is this last , assump- 
tion which alone makes the ontological proof worth 
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proving ; for argnments about the existence or non- 
* existence of God are mere quarrels about words, except 
in. so far as they are concerned with moral issues. But 
moral issues cannot be solved by a consideration of 
purely intellectuai assumptions. The nature of the 
othpr two proofs of God’s existence makes this clear. 
The second, the cosmological, is the argument that if 
an-j^thing exists, something must necessarily exist. 
Kant’s answer is that this is sound so far as it goes, 
but it does not prove that w^hat necessarily exists is a 
morally perfect being. The third, the physico-theologicai 
argument, is the famhiar argument from design. Kant 
treats this argument with much greater respect than 
the other two, but insists that we must see how far it 
will carry us. if we are going to infer the nature of 
God from the nature of the world as w^^ee it, we must 
do so honestly. But though we see.demgn in the world, 
we do not see perfection, and on the basis of this argu- 
ment we cannot ignore the imperfection and want of 
harmony which is as patent as the harmony and design. 

Kant’s analysis of these pr<t)fs seems negative. Its real 
purport is to insist that religion cannot be dissociated 
from moral experience, that the knowledge of God, 
which is the concern of religion, is not got by intellectual 
speculation, but in the moral life. When, he said that 
he had limited reason to make room for faith, he did 
not mean that men could not prove the existence of 
God, but might believe in it if they pleased. He meant 
that God is implied and known above all in moral 
action. His, criticism of these classical proofs is tfms 
the beginning of that revivified, philosophy .of religion 
whose, chief' reprasenlaitives have -beem'&Meiemacher 
and RitsohL 
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I CHAPTER VI 

j KAIST’S MOBAXi theoey 

I Kakt’s moral theory is an integral part of liis pMlo- 

sophioal system. 1£ the Critique of Pure Beasm 
I the impotence of reason in the sphere of specnlation, 

I the Criti^vz of PTOCtical Sectson affirms its sovereignty 

■ in the sphere of practice. The second Critique is thns 

i the complement of the first. Kant’s treatment of moral 

problems being largely the conse(iuenoe of the com 
clnsions of thd^tsb Critique, his moral theory is thus 
mainly metaphya<®l. The title of one of his works on 
• moral theorv, Fundammtal Princi'jfies offhe Metafhysic 

of Morals, bears this ont. There were, no doubt, other 
influences which had their eflect on his conception of 
moraHty. He tells us hinfeelf that_ he was inspired by 
I the teaching of Bousseau on the dignity and worth of 

I man He was undoubtedly repelled into a reaction 

I against the sentimental school of Shaftesbury, which m 

I its (Herman adhermits insisted on the agreeable and gentle- 

j manly natmre of virtue with an almost sickly sentiment. 

! This reaction accounts for the extreme emphasis laid 

I by Kant on the divorce between duty and any kind 

i of inclination. But his doctrine as a whole can only 

I be Werstood in the light of the conclusions of the first 

1 >. ’ ' ■ ' ' ' . ' 

. Kant’s conception of freedom or autonomy of the will 
te iiie key to bis moral theory. “ On the hypothesis of 
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HIS MORAL THEORY 
freedom of the wiU he says, “ morality together with 
its principle foEows from it by mere analysis of^the 
conception.” We saw in the last chapter that Kant 
regarded human action, when looked at from an anthro- 
pological point of view, as phenomenal, and therefore 
subject to the law of cause and effect. If we think of 
Tnan as a creatm'e of inclination, with likes and dis- 
likes, we seem, in considermg men’s differences from 
one another in this respect, to be dealing with matters 
of fact over which men have no control. We are bom 
and grow up with different natures, with the result 
that one man likes one thing, another smother; one 
man’s temptations do not tempt another, w^hat one 
man finds easy another finds difidoult. We seem here 
to be in a world where causation rules. If men act 
differently, it is because their estep'.al environment, 
acting upon their different natures, calls but different 
responses. So far, then, says Kant, as men act accord- 
ing to inclination, do things because they like doing 
them, or avoid them because they dislike them, their 
actions are what he calls*heteronoroous, governed by 
laws over which they have no control. We assume, 
whenever we are trying to explain human actions, that 
they are the result of the interaction of character and 
environment, and are not to be praised or blamed but 
understood. Taut com/prendre est taut pardonner 

But when we consider our moral judgments we seern 
to be in a different world, for there are some actions 
which we think we or others ought to have done or 
ought not to have done, and this obligaiaon has nothing 
to do with pur Kkes and dislikes. If we look back 
upon a past action of bur own, we may see why we 
did it, understand how the temptation to; it appealed 
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with peculiar strength to something in onr nature, yet 
nevertheless we may say that we ought not'to have 
done it, and with that judgment goes the coiiviction 
that we need not have done it. The conception of 
“ what ought to be is on a different plane from the 
conception of what is,” and assumes a different kind 
of causality. It assumes that, when we are done with 
our analysis of character, of a man’s likes and dislikes 
and the effect of circumstances upon them, we can still 
assume that it is in his power to do what he ought and 
to abstain from doing what he ought not. We praise 
the first andr blame the second, whether in ourselves or 
others, just because we assume, over and above in- 
clination and disinclination, a possibility of acting or 
not acting as duty demands. 

Thus Kant ai^yses the assumption of moral judg- 
ment. But it is mil no more than an assumption, and 
he has to ask how it can be reconciled, with the seemingly 
contradictory principle of causation. The analysis of 
the third antinomy in the first Critique^ as we saw, 
prepared the way by maintaining that the same action 
might be phenomenally determined, and free as the 
action of a thing in itself, w'-ere there another form of 
causality — ^free causality or self-determination. For 
the existence of such another form of causality the 
first Critique offered no evidence. Kant’s concern is to 
show that morality assumes it ; for the claim of duty 
is that a man should not act as a ereatuie of inclination, 
of likes and dislikes. Duty claims to cut across all such 
empirical considerations. The motive to do what duty 
demaMs ■■must •come, from elsewhere. It may 'then ’ 
be found to be' a'Claim that man should act not as a '• 
•prt’ of the physical world, but as a moral being,' _ For, 
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man, as well as an observer and understander of other 
men, is also a moral agent. As such he stands in quite 
different* relations to other men. He treats them and 
himself as moral agents, responsible for their actions. 
As a member of the world of moral relations he acknow- 
ledges a system of rights and duties, he holds himself 
roiiponsible to other men as they are responsible to him, 
and all this has nothing to do with what a man wants 
or does not want to do, with how easy or how difficult 
h© may find it to perform what duty demands. In 
this he is assuming in himself and other men a power 
of determining the will in accordance with the moral 
law. That, just because it takes no account of likes 
and dislikes, cannot be derived from these or from 
considerations of circumstances or environment. It 
must be deducible from the nature of man as a moral 
being. In obeying the moral law, &en, man will be 
obeying a law that comes from himself. His will will 
be self-legislative. This power of acting in accordance 
with a law that comes from the nature of man as a 
rational, responsible being, and not as a member of the 
world of causes and effect^ is moral freedom ; it is the 
assumption of all moral judgment and action. It 
cannot, Kant holds, be exflaimd. For all explanation 
is the work of the understanding, and that can explain 
only phenomena. It is enough that the first Critique 
has shown that phenomenal causality is not inconsistent 
with the possibility of another causality. In the moral 
sphere we act and judge as if we were free. The moral 
law and duty make claims upon us on the same assump- 
tion. Moral freedom, then, is the ground of the possi- 
bility of moral experience. 

Kant’s account of duty is determined by the sharp 
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separation which he makes of man as moral agent and 
man regarded from the point of view of anthropology*’’ 
The .commands of duty must be derived solely from 
the nature of man as a moral agent. If they were 
the consequence of man’s empirical nature or his sur- 
roundings, they would have no claim to override his 
promptings of inclination or pleasure. He describes th^ss© 
commands as categorical, and the principle of morality as 
a categorical imperative. The meaning of this phrase 
lies in its opposition to hypothetical. Many commands 
and principles are, Kant says, hypothetical. They as- 
sume that men desire certain ends, happiness or health 
or success, and the actions they advise are advised as 
means to such ends. The law of morality is quite 
different from such prudential maxims. It does not 
say, If you want to be happy or to save your soul, 
then act thus an^ thus.” Its commands are absolute, 
for they appeal €b man simply as a rational being. 
They must therefore be derived solely from a considera- 
tion of man’s rationality. It is difficult at first sight to 
see how any commands can be deduced from a considera- 
tion so abstract. How, we niight say, can man’s ration- 
ality be known and recognised except in the content of 
what he does and thinks ? 

Kant seeks to derive his imperative from the con- 
trast between acting as a moral agent and following 
inclination. Man regards himself as a moral agent, 
morally responsible for his conduct, and he regards 
others as morally responsible, whatever bis or their 
particular nature or character may be. That means 
that 'he must act as he thinks any one else would 
be bound to act, and from this Kant deduces Ms formu- 
lation of the categorical imperative : Act only accord- 
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ing to that maxim which you can (d the same time will 
io be a miiversal law.'''' Another formula indicates 
more clearly the relation of duty to a society of moral 
agents responsible to one another : Act so that you 
treat humanity, in your person and in the person of every 
one else, always as an end as well as a means, never merely 
as e^mea7is''' It is only by following such imperatives 
that we can rise above the promptings of circumstance, 
for only thus is the will self-legislative. In obeying 
such an imperative our will is self-determined, for it is 
following a principle that is derived from man’s nature 
as independent and transcendent of the world of pheno- 
mena. Hence in moral action we are in contact with 
the reality of things more truly than in any under- 
standing of phenomena. The moral law has a dignity 
wMch no natural inclinations or likings can have, and 
the good-will, the will which follows such a law, has a 
similar worth and dignity. There il nothing in the 
world — ^nay, even beyond the world — ^nothing con- 
ceivable, which can be regarded as good without quali- 
fication, saving alone a good will.” 

Such in outline is Kant’s account of morality. A 
discussion of some of the difficulties which a considera- 
tion of it suggests may help to make its purport more 
clear. Kant holds that the principles of right action 
can be deduced directly from the imperative he has 
formulated, and need take therefore no account of 
historical circumstance. Now, it is easy to show^ that, 
when we do an action which we know to be wrong, we 
are making an exception in our own favour. We caimot 
universalise the maxim of our own conduct. When we 
do what we know to be wrong, we recognise what is 
■rigiil. ' W© aay, This is how any one- ought to in 
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these eireumstajic^, but I am not going to do it.” We 
must leam to look upon oumelves as we should lool^ 
upon and judge any other moral agent. If, when taxed 
mth wrongdoing, we reply, “ I wanted to do it,” or 
“ That is the kind of person I am,” or “ That is the 
way I am made,?’ we are abandoning the moral position, 
and the answer is, “ Whether you wanted it or not,-you 
ought not to have done it,” or, “ Well, you ought to 
become different.” But this does not help us when, 
looking at actions from a moral standpoint, it is difficult 
to say what ought to be done. Kant tries to show that 
wrong action, if universalised, is always contradictory. 
He takes the instance of telling a lie. If that were 
universal no one would believe any one else, and there 
would be no point in telling a lie. Lying is essentially 
pairasMcal. But this does not help us in the familiar 
problem in cas^try, whether it is allowable to tell a 
lie to save life. For here we have a conflict between 
two maxims, both of which can be universalised. We 
cannot regard such a situation as simply involving a 
question of telling the truth or of saving life. We 
must consider the circumstances of the ease. This is 
even more evident if we apply Kant’s rule to the ques- 
tion of whether celibacy is ever justified. If celibacy 
were universal, there would soon be nobody to be celi- 
bate, but it does not therefore follow that some people 
under cer^ circumstances ought not to be celibate, 
^^e question cannot be answered without reference to 
eircumstences. lljie moral of this is that the categorical 
im-gerative does not enable us to act without individual 
moral judgmmt m :^vid^^^ eases. Further, in one 
of the instances vrlach Kant gives he admits that there 
are certain ways action which might he universalised 
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but which he nevertheless holds to be wrong. He 
.instances,, the duty of being industrious. A society 
could quite well be imagined in which every one was 
lazy, but he says, “ It cannot be willed.” The ultimate 
appeal here is to what the moral reason wills. That 
means that we must admit that the moral reason or 
moiRil judgment has a content not derivable simply 
from the conception of the moral law ; that there are 
certain kinds of life, certain kinds of action, which we 
Judge to be good, and others which we Judge to be bad. 
But, if this is so, we must give up the sharp separation 
Kant makes between the moral law and nature, and 
allow that things in nature can have a moral value. 
It may still be true that they only have moral value 
through their relation to a good will, and have no moral 
significance apart from such a relation. 

The difficulties created by Kant’s shffrp sejDaration of 
the moral and the phenomenal worlds are equally ap- 
parent in his discussion of motives. He conceives the 
individual as phenomenal, to be determined solely by 
pleasure and pain. The power of the moral law is 
manifest, therefore, when its commands run counter 
to inclination, and the motive of respect for the moral 
law conquers inclination. It is true to say that a man’s 
likes and dislikes in themselves are not to the point 
when we are asking what he ought to do, but Kant some- 
times speaks as though there could be, no moral value 
in an action which did not go against inclination. This 
is perilously near that morbid theory of conscience 
which assumes that the fact that an action would* be 
very disagreeable to the agent is itself proof that the 
proposal to perform it is the voice of conscience. Here 
again we have to say that the fact that inclinations 



viowod lEoroIy as inclinatioas liav© no moral value, 
does not show that, relatively to the good will^ one may 
not he better than another. There is nothing to be 
proud of in the fact that we dislike doing our duty. 

This sharp separation between the world of morality 
and science was somewhat tempered in Kaiit^s third 
Critique^ which we shall examine in the next chapte?* 
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CHAPTER VII 

THE CEITIQUB OE JEBGMEHT - 
TELEOLOGY 


-AESTHETICS AKB ' 


The Critique of J udgment is at once the most interesting 
and the most difficult of Kant’s three Critiques. It 
seems to cover a much wider ground than^either of the 
two earlier Critiques. It concerns itself with the reia** 
tioii of empirical investigation to the a priori princijiles 
of understanding discussed in the fest Critique, with 
an attempt to bridge the gulf between the world 
of freedom and the world of natir^ as described in 
the second Critique, with a discussion of the principles 
of aesthetics and of the conflict between the rival 
claims of the principles of mechanism and teleology, 
a conflict which, since the discoveries of Darwfln and the 
increasing interest taken in biology, is becoming every 
day more important. On ail these points Kant has 
much of importance to say. Modern theories of sesthetic 
are mainly based on an acceptance of the distinctions 
which he first laid down clearly. Much modem philo- 
sophy of a type which is little in sympathy with the 
doctrines of the first Pragmatism, for example 

—is an elaboration of his account of the regulative 
principles wHch guide empirical investigation, while 
speculation on the rival methods of biology has hardly 
advanced beyond the solution suggested by Kant. 

‘ Yet the^ very suggestiveness of this book- makes it hard 
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to iinderstancL It is difficult to see the comieetion^ 
which Kant supposed to exist between tfiese very 
various problems. The form of the book, like the form 
of the j&rst Critique, is marked by subdivisions suggested 
by formal logic, which seem to have little or no con- 
nection with the subjects discussed under them, so Jji^t 
the whole is a curious combination of formal system and 
discursive content. Kant himseM regarded this Critique 
as the triumphant vindication of his whole system, in 
that it brought together and reconciled subjects which 
he had previously distinguished too sharpty. Many 
later writers, have thought rather that in it the incon- 
sistencies which they believe to exist in Kant’s thought 
come to a head. 

We have not space here to vindicate the Critique of 
Judgment as “ the crowning phase of the critical philo- 
sophy,” as a recent writer has called it, or to examine 
singly Kant’s treatment of the various subjects of in- 
terest with which it is concerned. It is important, 
however, to follow the connection which Kant supposed 
to exist between these different subjects. If we can 
understand that, we shall gain considerable insight into 
Kant’s system as a whole. 

Kant names the book the Critique of Judgment, or, 
more exactly, the Critique of the Faculty of Judgment 
Judgment is distinguished from understanding, whose 
principles are more peculiarly the subject of the first 
Critique. The understanding, according to Kant, is the 
faculty of rules. Judgment is shown, in the application 
of rules, to ■individual instances.^ , It is ^ the element of 
individuality and spontaneity in ail thinking, for which 
no rules can be discovered. Judgment cannot be 
'taught^ different mm possess it in different degrees ; it 
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is akin to gonitis. Wheif, then, Kant tnms to examine 
the faculty of Judgment, he is asking whether the mind, 
in dealing with individuals in all their variety and dif- 
ference, and in attempting to understand them, is guided 
by any general rules or principles. The import of this 
question becomes clear in his relation of it to the familiar 
question of causation. The principle of causation , as ^4 
we have seen, is, according to Kant, an a priori -principl e j 
of the understandinjg, and is assumed in all experience ; f 
but it does not of its elf enable us to dete rmine i n aiiy l 
-^rSc uI^^ what causes wha t. ■ That is the task of 
emprioal investigation, and needs, as v;e know, the 
imagination and insight of the individual investigator ; 
in Kantian language, it is the work of the facultv Lof 
judgmen t. Besides the a priori principle of causation, 
therefore, we have an indefinite number of empirical 
causal laws. Kant asks whether f^e scientist in in- 
vestigating such laws, and more particularly in con- 
sidering their relation to one another, is guided by any 
principles. He finds that the scientist assumes that 
this indefinite variety is napabie of being reduced to 
some kind of unity, assumes that there is continuity in 
nature, that knowledge will not remain an aggregate 
of disconnected rules. Chemistry, for example, has 
discovered that the overwhelming variety of natural 
changes can be reduced to the action and interaction 
of a small number of elements. The chemist pro- 
poses to go on and see. whether the different elements 
may not themselves be seen to be forms of one 
substance. ' , ■ 

These assumptions ore, according to Kant, quite 
different from the principles of the understanding. For 
■ the latter are grounds of the possibility of experience. 
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We oamofc deny them without making esperiencse^ 
unmeaning. This cannot be said of the former. It 
obviously cannot be essential to experience that the 
multiplicity of the laws of nature should be reducible 
to unity, for such unity has never been discovered. 
Experience has been quite possible without it. !]^s 
distinction between two kinds of principles Kant ex- 
presses by calling those with which we are now con- 
cerned regulative. The purpose they serve is the regu- 
lation and improvement of knowledge. They do not, 
like the principles of the understanding, prescribe to 
nature. We., assume in them that nature is, in Kant’s 
words, purposive to the understanding— that is, we 
first think out what order of nature would be intelli- 
gible, and then look to see whether we cannot discover 
in nature such an order. This assumption does not 
prove that there n: any such order, but in science we act 
as if it were there to be found out. 

This suggestion of Kant’s has been elaborated in many 
modem writers on philosophy, who have pointed out 
how much scientific method^ is governed by the notion 
of the most easily intelligible theory, and they have 
argued that science assumes, for the convenience of 
method, principles which it never completely proves. 
These principles are called sometimes methodological 
assumptions, sometimes postulates. The difference be- 
tween such modem writers and Kant is that the former 
think that all a priori principles are of this nature, and 
that the principle of causation, for example, is itself 
only % postulate,: . 

.. The faculty of judgment, then, according to Kant, 
jassumes for regulative purposes that nature is purposive 
Ito pur understending. What does this last phrase 
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mean ? We are often concerned to know the relation 
^of tMngs to our purposes. It has been pointed out that 
very many of our empirical concepts represent rather 
our practical interest in things than our desire to under- 
stand them as they are. Kant’s phrase xmpHes that, 
ap^t from any such relation to particular purposes, 
there is a more general purpose of mere intelligibility, 
which some objects obviously serve more than others. 

Here we pass to the consideration of art, for in our 
judgments of beauty Kant holds that we similarly 
disregard the relation of the beautiful object to any 
particular purpose, and seem to be eoiqperned with 
general purposiveness. The judgment of_b isa3ifcyLl§i.JjQL^ 
Kant, Rppreme act of the facufaMildg^ B 
is reflection on an individual for its own sake, without 
attempting to fit it to our desires or see it as an instance 
of our concepts or rules. Kant theifore proceeds to 
examine our judgments of beauty, which show how 
reflection on individual objects may display general 
rules, and then proceeds, in the last part of the Critigm, 
to discuss the part played by the concept of purposive- 
ness in our understanding of nature. 

It would seem at first sight that Kant is not interested 
in art for its own sake, but for the light which it throws 
upon the nature of our intellectual faculties. Never- 
theless ha is careful to insist on the distinction between 
artistic and scientific judgments. The Judgment of 
beauty, he insists, is free, is not determined by a con- 
cept. * We are not concerned, in. such judgments, with 
asking what an object is. In so far as, in our appi^cia- 
tion of beauty, we bring in such considerations we are 
wrong. He therefore rules out any theory that beauty 
is' concerned with faithful representation. i&gSlJLSSSi: 
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sista in the form of an obl ect! and in nothing else. The^ 
judgment of beauty, besides being free, is l-lso disin- 
terested. The relation of the beautitui object to our 
purposes is irrelevant to its beauty. The judgment 
of beauty cannot, therefore, be determined by rules of 
any kind. It is always individual and immediat e, ^nd 
the immediate feeling of beauty counts for more than 
any rules or canons of taste. Kant th erefore YixSLdieateg. 
a rt as independent of either science or moral ity. Yet, 
once we realise its independence, the nature of art 
throws light upon both science and morality ; for 
t he judgmep.t of beauty, although free and not dete r- 
mined by concepts, claims universal validit y. We 
might put Kant’s point in another way by saying 
that art is significant, and yet is not significant 
of anything in particular. Its meaning cannot be 
reduced to scien^fic statement nor abstracted from its 
form, and yet art has meaning. Kant finds the ex- 
planation of the fact that the judgment of beauty is 
free, and yet claims universal validity, in the suggestion 
that a beautiful object is* one the contemplation of 
which arouses and enlivens the two faculties of the 
intelligence, the imagination and the understanding, in 
their proper proportion or harmony. Ail knowledge 
needs imagination, the power of seeing resemblances 
and differences in objects, and understanding which by 
concepts gives unity and rules to the imagination. In 
science the imagination is subordinate to the under- 
standing,' for t he aim of science is definiteness and pre- 
cisioh . . In art t|ie imagjnation is fre e, and yet art is 
not the mere seeing of resemblances and differences ; 
it also has its nnityv:-- It aims at the best ..proportion of 
■ variety and . unity . This is independent of the varying 
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natures of individual peifeons, and therefore the Judg- 
ment of beauty can claim to be universally valid. 

Beautiful objects, then, are purposive to the under- 
standing,’’ inasmuch as their form stimulates in the 
most harmonious degree the two faculties of intelligence, 
and, in we find proof that there is a principle of 
general intelligibility, which may guide the work of the 
scientist. The purpose of the scientist is quite different 
from that of the artist, but if he is to reduce his facts to 
order and intelligibility he must be guided by a prin- 
ciple which is seen in its pure form in the artist. 

In the second place, an understanding ^ the nature 
of art has significance for moral theory, because the 
Judgment of beauty is disinterested, and shows that 
pleasure may be independent of desire. In aesthetic 
pleasure we are not merely determined by our inclina- 
tions, for art is of all human activitiefeee and creative . 

fin joy nrt, n ot because it serves any of our individual 
d^sh!es..-.a^^ it is enjoyed by something in 

us that is univers al. Art, then, contradicts the posi- 
tion which Kant assumes in the second Oriiique, that 
we cannot follow pleasure without being slaves of our 
phenomenal nature. It is a disinterested enjoyment, 
and is witness to the possibility of disinterested pleasure 
in the good. Further, Kant held that in one kind of 
sBsthetic enjoyment, appreciation of the sublime, the 
contest between our weakness and the vast extent and 
overwhelming powers of nature, calls forth in us a con- 
viction accompanied by pleasure of the yet greater 
might of the moral law within us. Art therefore "'may 
become the symbol of morality, and the third Critique 
does much to soften the rigour of the teaching of the 
jsecond,''' ■ 
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r 111 tlie last part of the Oritiqm of Judgment Kant^ 

j . applies Hs doctrine of regulative principies to the 

I nnclerstanding of nature. TlieJaoiilty of jiidg^ .n^M 

I we saw, is OQnceme d.,.idtk, to,.^g|y:ejmi^ 

to th A rifttatl of the natnrai world . ^ In this work it has 
two regulative principles, melanism ..aB d^..Agk^ 
Reality cannot be formed according to both these prin- 
ciples ; for mechanism asstimes that reality can be 
regarded as a pattern or complex of recurring or inter- 
changeable parts whose changes are necessitated, teleo- 
logy that the world cannot he explained without sup- 
posing purpgse to be an operating agency in change. 
Mechanism seeks to explain things as the necessary 
result of their original condition, teleology in the light of 
their highest development. The two principles have 
therefore been held to be inconsistent. The scientist, 
Jealous for the validity of Ms discovery of mechanism^ 
combats the very notion of purposive agency. The 
theologian thinks that to admit mechanism anywhere 
is to give up Ms whole position. 

Kant’s solution of this anfeinomy is that both mecha- 
nism and teleology are only regulative principles. They 
tell us nothing of the ultimate nature of reality, except 
that we can explain much of it by regarding it as if it 
were a macHne, and much by regarding it as if it were 
the field of purposive agency. Reality must be cope 
sistent with both these facts, but more we cannot say, 
i The moral is that we should continue to treat them as 

^ ' -"regulative principles,^ and push ‘each principle of ex-^ 

\ planationasfar-asitwillgo. 

'Kant is here,; as usual, ‘the enemy alike of scientific; 
and of theological dogmatism. He will not allow any 
limit'; to be set to the work of scientific' investigation^ ■; 
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and yet will not allow a principle of scientific method 
to bo converted from an explanation of perceived facts 
into a theory of the universe. 

Besides mediating between the conflicting claims of 
mechanism and teleology, Kant also modifies the notion 
of teleology. When we think of reality as purposive, 
we do not necessarily think of it as having a definite 
purpose, as being subordinate, for example, to the well- 
being of -man. The principle of purposiveness arises 
properly, he holds, from the contemplation of living 
things, from the perception of the difference between 
an organism and a machine. An orpnism is pu^osive 
in the sense in which a work of art is. ■ In Applying the 
P i-inniplpi we are trying to understand reality as though 
Sie relation of all the different things in it were like 
the relation of the parts of an organism or a picture. 
But this principle, like the principle o| mechanic, does 
not carry us further than the facts we have examined, for 
an organism or a work of art can only be understood by 
study of the individual relations of aU its parts. We can 
never know the universe as p organism, for we can never 
know aU. its parts. We can understand and put together 
more and more of them, but we never cpme to the end. 

The thkd Critique, then, enforces the lesson of the 
first, that knowledge is the work of mdividual finite 
minds, trying to understand elements in a whole that 
transcends the limits of their experience, pushing back 
the spatial and temporal limits which confine each 
individual, but never removing them altogether. The 
critical philosophy teaches the impossibility of ab^plute 
knowledge, but it does so not by su^esting geperal 
scepticism of all knowledge, but by enforei^ the validity 

of scimtffie knowledge within its own IWts. 
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